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APRIL 16,

Mr. JONES of Arkansas, There ave certain amendments to be
offered which it will take time to consider. The S-nate seems re-
luctant to proceed with the consideration of those amendments
this afternoon. and I move to proceed to the consideration of ex-
ecutive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate procesded to the con-
sideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in ex-
ecutive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o’clock and 45
minntes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday,
April 17, 1800, at 12 o'cloeck m.

NOMINATION.
Execulive nomination received by the Senate April 16, 1900.
GOVERNOR OF PORTO RICO.

Charles H. Allen, of Massachusetts, to be the governor of Porfo
Rico, anoriginal appointment, as provided for byan actof Congress
entitled ** An act temporarily to provide revenues and a eivil gov-
ernment for Porto Rico, for other purposes,” approved April

, 1900,

CONFIRMATIONS.
Erecutive nominations econfirmed by the Senate April 16, 1900,
CONSUL.
Charles E. Barnes, of Illinois, to be consul of the United States
at Cologne, Germany.
PROMOTION IN THE NAYY,
Capt. Silas W. Terry, to be a rear-admiral in the Navy, from the
20th day of March, 1900,
POSTMASTERS.
Frank G. Pennell, to be postmaster at Monnt Joy, in the county
of Lancaster and State of ylvania.
William Krause, to be postmaster at Richland Center, in the
county of Bucks and State of Pennsylvania.
Henry D. Ruth, to be postmaster at Lansdale, in the county of
Montgomer%snd State of Pennsylvania.
Henry F. Hershey, to be postmaster at Steelton, in the county
of Dauphin and State of Pennsylvania.
Daniel G. Engle, to be postmaster at Marietta, in the county of
Lancaster and State of Pennsylvania.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
MoNDAY, April 16, 1900.

\4he House met at 12 o'clock m, Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev.
Hexry N. Couper, D. D.
The Jonrnal of the proceedings of Saturday was read and ap-
oved.
w POSTAL ECONOMIC BILL.

Mr. McPHERSON. Mr, Speaker, on behalf of the minority of
the Committee on the Post-Oftice and Post-Roads, six in number, I
desire to file a minority report on House bill 9393, and I ask for a
reprint of the majority report with the minority report accom-
panying it, There was an arrangement by which the fwo were
to be filed together, buf through forgetfulness the majority report
was on file a day before we knew about 1t.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous
consent to file a minority report from the Committee on the Post-
Office and Post-Roads on the Post-Office appropriation bill, to-
gether with the reprint of the majority and minority report.

Mr. McPHERSON. Not the appropriation bill, Mr. Speak
but what is called The postal economic bill,

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman give the number of it?

Mr. McPHAERSON. Nine thousand three hundred and ninesy-

three. :

The SPEAEER. Isthere objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from lowa? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

er,

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.
Mr. FOSS, Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve itself
into Committee of the Whole on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the naval appropriation bill, and pending that
motion, I am instructed by the committee to ask that the general
debate be limited to fourteen hours, seven hours upon aside; seven
hours to be controlled on that gide by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Commings], or, if he so elects, to be distributed by the
minority members of the committee, and the time on this side to
be controlled by the acting chairman of the committee., And,
furthermore, that upen the expiration of this time. or in case
general debate should be exhausted before the expiration of the
time agreed upon, it shall then be in order to call for the read-
ing of the bill and debated under the five-minute rule,

AUTHENTICATED
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INFORMATION
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois moves that the

‘House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the

state of the Union for the consideration of the naval appropriation
bill; and, pending that, he asks nnanimous consent that al
debate be continned .ior fourteen hours, seven hours on a side, and
that the Tent,aman from Mlinois, acting chairman of the comnit-
tee, shall control one half of the time and the gentleman from
New York shall control the other half of the time, with the right
to yield to other members of the minority; that when general de-
bate expires, or,if it shall be exhausted before the fonrteen honrs
expire, the bill shall then be considered under the five-minute

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Speaker, I will state that under this arrange-
ment 1 hope that general debate will be through by to-morrow
evening at 5 o'elock, Lecanse, although this side will have seven
hours, I do net see where the speakers are to come {rom. I think
wae shall be able to finish it by that time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I am authorized to say that
the proposition is acceptable to the minority, w th the nnderstand-
ing that each memnber of the minority has his hour, and members
who desire time, consequently, will get their time lrom the mi-
nority members. 5

Mr. CANNON. Mr, Speaker, I want to say a word, if T can
have the aitention of the gentleman from Illinois as well as the
gentleman frem Nt:\lwthYoll;lTi : tﬁ;r&iofnl glancing at the majority and
minority report an e bi can see some very important
questions to be determined in Committee of the Whole. Take the
coast survey which is proposed by it, for instance, and the ques-
tion in the minority report of an armor-plate factory, and the ques-
tion of the utilization of the navy-yards for construction of shi
all very important questions. New, it seems to me it would be
better to have an hour on each side to cover at least these three
general questions—an hour on each side of general debate npon
the particular measures when they are reached.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. That is what I was going to

suggest.

Mr. CANNON. I suggest that we should have an hour on a
side, with the assurance that where the debate is in good faith
and upon the merits of the proposition it will be a little bit free
and easy for time when these-measures are I shonld be

ad myse!f to snbmit some remarks npon one of these matters,

ut I should rather not do it to empty benches, and would rather
it wonid be a real debate.

My. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I desire to say something in
the line of what the gentleman from I[llinois has just said. %'he
armor-plate question hus harassed Congress in this general aspeet
for four or five years. As the gentleman from Illinois hus said.if
this qnestion is discussed in general debate, the probabilities are
that thuee who speak on the question will speak to empty benches,
becanse the moment we upon fourteen hours of general de-
bate on the biil the mem drop out and attend to their busi-
ness in town. It is a live question, one that onght to be settled
now, one that is dealing with the building of the United States
Navy. The Naval Committea has never brought a more impor-
tant question before this House, and it is a matter that onght to
be settled and settled right. Therefore, I hope the chairman of
the committee will agree now that there shall be a liberal debate,

Mr, WHEELER of Kentucky. Along the line suggested by
the gentleman from Illinois and the genileman from Alabama, [
desire to say to the House thut the differences in the Naval Com-
mittee are merely questions of business judgment: and 1 think [
am warranted in the statement that the discussion on general
debate on both sides of the Honse will be contined entirely, or
practically so, to matters of difference between members of the
committee. I have no desire myself to give the benefit of what
real observation and investigation 1 have made to empty benches
and I sincerely hope that the members of the House will not pay
us the compliment. but will feel it incumbent on themselves to
listen to this discmssion. 1 am satisfied that no member on the
other side desires to bring general politics into this discussion.
There are no politics in the Naval Commitiee; the matters of dif-
famnlce are simply questions of what is best for the American

ple.

pagpeaking for my=elf alone, I have absolntely no pride of opinion
in regard to my individual views on this question. If the ma-
jority of my colleagunes differ with me, I shall acquiesce with
great pleasure in their judgment. But this is a matter which
concerns the people, and, as suggested by the gentleman from
Ilhnois, there are three matters of difference between us that the
House alone can determine; and it would be absolute folly for us
to indulge in general debate here for two days unless members of
the House propose to remain and listen and take part in the dis-
Ccuss10m.

Mr. HOPKINS. Then why thould not the gentleman incharge
of the bill move that the general debate be limited to eight hours
and provide that two hours shall be allowed for debate on each

.| rule.
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roposition suggested by my coll e from Illinois when the bill
?B before the Committee of the Whole under the five-minnte rule?

Mr, WHEELER of Kentucky., Mr. Speaker, that would be en-
tirely satisfactory to me except for this consideration: 1 am quite
confident that no man can intelligently present nnder the five-
minute rule the objections that we of the minority have to the
ideas embodied in this billy and I shounld not like to make a specch
in sections. I desire to say to the House what T have fo say at
one time and then qnit, 1 think the other gentiemen of the com-
mittee feel the same way; 1 am quite suore the chairman does.
And when the five-minnte debate is reached it is my desire that
the other members of the House be allowed to present their views
fully in this debate. What we of the committee desire to say we
want to say now, so that the members of the House may have the
benefit of our investigations und of the hearings belore the com-
mittee. For that reason I sincerely hope that the members of the
Honuse will stay here and listen to what we have to say.

Mr. CANNON. Isunggest to the gentleman in charge of this
bill that when the Coast Survey items are reached he ask unani-
mous consent that there be general debate of two hours at that
time, if desired.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. There is no disagreement in the
committee on that question; we are nnanimous upon it.

Mr. CANNON. e are not nunanimous in the House.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. 1say the commitfee are unani-
MOous.

Mr. FOSS. In view of what I have heard here this mornin
reference to limiting general debate, I wonld suggest that a
ter arrangement might be made in this form: The general debate
to continne for to-day, one-half to be controlled by the other side
and one-half by this: that then we enter upon the reading and de-
bating of theé-lnll nunder the five-minute rule, but with the nnder-
standing that when we reach these points of disagreement—f{or
instance, the Coast and Geodetic Survey, the question of the man-
ufacture of armor plate, and the question of building ships in the
Government navy-yards—we have debate npon those three prop-
ositions for two honrs each,

The SPEAKER. The genfleman from 1lllinois [Mr. Foss]
modifies his request for nunanimouns consent.so as to ask that gen-
eral debate close with this day’s session, and that to-morrow the
Honse enter npon the consideration of the bill under the five-
minnte rule, with the understanding that when the guestions of
armor-plate maunfacture, the building of ships in Government
navy-yards, and the Coast and Geodetic Bnrvey are reached there
be;ﬂowd two hours'debate upon each of those three propositions.

Is there objection?
1 object. The minority of the committee

in

Mr. CUMMINGS.
is instrocted to stand by the proposition for seven hours, which
they desire for general dehate. I have no idea but that when we
reach the (fmmgmph to which the gentleman has alluded some
understanding can be reached by which debate may be confined
to two hours or one honr, or some other definite time satisf;
to the House. But I do think we should stand by the original
proposition. I know that members of the minority desire to
gment their viewsin general debate in such away as that they may

ave ample time, and not have their speeches cut into sections as
the bill 18 when we come to consider it by sections,

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. The guestion is on the
motion of the gentleman from Illinois. )

Mr. CANNUN. Then Iwill ask the gentleman to further mod-
ify his proposition—

The SPEAKER,. Thereisnow noproposition before the House—
only the motion to go into Committee of the Whole,

Mr. CANNON. 1 suggest that the gentleman ask also that
when desired general debate for not exceeding two hours each
may be had on the three propositions—the CUoast Sarvey, the
armor-plate manufacture, and the bnilding of ships in thenayy-
yards—the debate to take place as each proposition is reached,

Mr. HEPBURN. Does the gentleman from lllinois snggest
three hours’ debate on each of those propositions?
~ Mr. GCA.NNON. Only two hours on each, if that mnch time be

esired.

Mr. HEPBURN. That would be sixteen honrs of general de-
bate upon this Lill, which would ocenpy four days.

Myr. CANNON. I proposetohavesix hoursof real debate when
the bill is considered.

Mr, HEPBURN. T have no objection to that proposition, if it
be coupled by ununimouns consent with the further provision that
there be no political debate.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I will say thatthe
committee itself rmiuested that no political debate be had and
that the debate shonld be confined to the consideration of the bill
as far as pract cable—

Mr. CUM  INGS. The committee is unanimons in that.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky (continuning). Except, of course,
80 far as we can not prevent.

Mr, CUMMINGS, And no objection is made to the proposition

of the
limits the
Mr. FO

original
Naval Affairs,
my own and from hearinz the remarks of gent.emenon the other
side of the Honse. 1 nnderstand, however, that objection ismade
to that. T will renew, therefore, the first propos tion.

The SPEAKER. The request from the gentleman from Illi-
noiud is that two days be devoted to the general debate upon the
pending

Mr. CUMMINGS., Fourteen hours, .

The SPEAKER (continning)! One-half to bs controlled by
himself and one-half by the gentlemun from New York [Mr. Cux-
m:‘}?sj, making, as the Chair understands, fourteen hours alto-

ether.
£ Mr, CANNON. Waell, Mr. Speaker, I suggest, if there is no lee-
way for the general debate, that the gentleman go on with the
consideration of the bill in Committee of the Whole. and he ean
tell better at the c ose of the day's session how much more time
will be required. Of course he has it in his power, baving the
majority, to close debate at any time he desires.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Itlinois objects, and the

nestion is on the motion of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr,

053], that the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the naval
appropriation Bill

r. KITCHIN. Iwonld like to agka guestion for information.
I want to know whether——

The SPEAKER. Objection has been made to all propositions
for unanimous consent, and there is pending now before the
House onl'l%the motion of the gentleman trom [llinois.

Mr. KITCHIN, Iask if the particnlar proposition was made
which was practically agreed to in commitfee? 2

The SPEAKER. It was made, and objected to.

The question now is on the motion of the gentleman from Illi-
nois, that the House resolve itself into Comunittee of the Whole
to consider the naval appropriation bill.

The motion was agreed to.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the
‘Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr. PAYNE in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN, The House is in Committee of the Whole
for the consideration of the bill which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H, R. 10450) making appropriations for the nawval servico for the
year ending June 80, 1001, n.ng for other purposes. )

My, FOSS, Mr. Chairman, I desire to state in the beginning of
my remarks that I have prepared a careful report on every pro-
vision mentioned in this bill. explaining all of the increases in
the appropriations and all of the new 1teis embo:ied in the bill,
whidc I would ask the members of this comuhittee to carefully
read.

In presenting this bill to you I realize that I am doing the duty
of him whom, unfortunately, illness has now for many weeks
prevented from occncﬂ‘ying his accnsto ed piace on this tloor. No
man in Congress to-day hus a wider knowledge of the subject of
naval affairs than UHARLES AppisoN BoUTELLE. [Applanse.]
Born with the true naval spirit, his father a shipmaster and him-
self when but a lad before the mast, he early became conversant
with naval gifairs and familiar with the seas. Returning from a
foreign vovage in the spring of 1862, he volunteered, aud was a
pointed acting master in the United States Navy. He served in
the North and South Atlantic and the West Gulf sqnadrons, took
part in the blockade of Chareston and Wilmington, and was
cons‘gicnons in other naval engagements.

While an officer on the U, 5. 8. Sassacus he won promotion for
gallant conduet in an engagement with the rebel ironciad Alber-
marle, and Iater took part in the capture of Mobile and the sur-
render of the Confederate fieet, No man fought with greater
brzweriv] than he in the memorable conflict frowm 1861 to 1863;: and
when he entered Congress. just at that fime when this country
was beginning to build up its new Navy. it was but natoral that
ie& should be assigned to the importunt Committee on Naval

airs.

Noman inall the years from that time to this hasbeen moreactive
or devoted to the task of building up a navy that would inspire
confidence athome and respect abroa{{ than Mr. BouTELLE. |Ap-
plause.] He wus chairmun of the Committee on Naval Affairs in
the Fifty-first, Fifty-fourth, Fifty-fifth, and this Congress. and as
such demonstrated his great abiity and wise statesmanship in
bringing the Navy to that point where it was able successtully to
combat the forces of Spain in our recent war. Too much honor
and credit can not be given to him. Iknow that I voice the nunani-
mous expression nupon both sides of this Hall when I say chat we
wish him a speedy recovery and an early return. [Applause.]

Bereft of his counsel and advice, never did men respond better

tleman from Illinois except to the second one, which
eral debate fo this day. :

» Mr. Speaker, [ desive to state that I submitted the

ition under the instructions of the Committee on

The last proposition was simply a suggestion of

Vi
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to the responsibilities suddenly thrust upon them than the mem-
bers of the Naval Committee, with whem I have the honor to be
associated, and to-day, as their representative, I présent to yon
this naval appropriation bill, providing for the maintenance of
the naval estab ishment for the coming fiscal year, the largest
naval appropriation bill ever presented to an American Congress
gince the days of old Jack Barry, who, justly or unjustly 1 have
not now time to discuss, has been called the father of the Ameri-
can Navy. We present it to you as the result of our best work,
our best judgment, our best conclusions npon the various ques-

. tions raised in the bill, and we weicome your most thorough con-
sideration and your most searching serutiny. :

This bill carries a total appropriation of 861,200,000, The naval
apTropriation act of last year carried $48,100,000. This present
bill is an increase over the naval appropriation act of last year of
£18,109.000, Our appropriations, all told, from all acts last year
for the naval service, amounted to $53,400,000, It will be seen
that this bill, therefore. curries an increase over all acts appropri-
ating money for the naval service this year of nearly $3,000.000,

The estinrates called for by the Department amounted to §70,-
000,000. This bill shows areduction from those estimates of more
than $3,000,000; so that, from whichever standpoint yon view it,
this bill is unique in this respect, that in it there is comfort for

. the economist and satisfaction for the enthusiast.

This increase of a hittle over $13,100,000 above that appropriated
in the last naval appropriation act is attributable to the necessary
increase under the headings of ** Public works,” ** Construction
and repair,” ¢ Steam engineering.” and ** Increase of the Navy.”

Under the head of * Public works” there is an increase over the
appropriaticn of last year of approximately 32,330,000. The esti-
mates of this Department were nearly $14.000,000; and your com-
mittee, after carefully scanning these items, came to the conclusion
that while public works needed some substantial improvements in
order to economically preserve and mainfain our naval establish-
ment, yet the amount called for was larger than that which could
be judiciously expended during the coming year, and consequently
they reduced this appropriation, and recommended, in all, about
$8.000,000.

The increase of 3,000,000 under construction and repair is due
to the fact that we have more vessels to repair. There are 42
now assigned to the different navy-yards awaiting repair, and it
must necessarily follow that as we are building more ships we
will have more ships to repair, and consequently there must be
an increase in this appropriation year by year. ere is an in-
crease in the Bureau of Steam Engineering of $1,500,000 for prac-
tically the same reason.

Then, under the head of increase in the Navy the item of con-
stroction and machinery, which is an appropriation for vessels
which we are now building: and I may say that there are already
authorized, and most of them under construction, about sixty
vessels; and the increase in this appropriation this year over that
of last year is $6,600,000. .

So that, taking all these items into consideration, we make up
the total increase of this bill over the last naval appropriation act
of over §13,000,000, and every doilar of this increase can be traced,
either directly or indirectly, to the one fact that we are building
up the American Navy.

Now, while this sum seems to be a large one, $61,200,000, yet I
may say that, from editorial comments which I have received
from different newspapers all over the conntry, from the most con-
servative newspapers in the land, as well as those which are the
most enthusiastic for the Navy, such as, for instance, the New
York Journal, which says that this appropration is only half big
enough, on all sides there has been favorable criticism, so far as
the amount of appropriations involved in this bill is concerned.

‘While it is true that it carries an increase of $13,000,000 over the
corresponding bill of last year, and while, as the minority have
stated in their views, it is perhaps double what the naval estab-
lishment cost three or four years ago, yet it might also be said
that it is a great deal more than that which was approvriated
twenty-five and fifty years ago.

In fact, one hun years ago the maval appropriation bill
amonnted to only about $3,500,000. But the counfry has grown
since then, and some of its most magniticent strides have been
made during the last three or four years; and I believe that the
people to-day are in favor of a strong and efficient navy; and not
only are the people in favor of it, but they are willing to pay for it.

Mr. CANNON.  Will the gentleman allow me, if it is apt at
this time, touching the increase of the Navy? I see provision is

made on pages 62 and 63 of the naval bill for three battle ships,
Mr, DAYTON. Two battle ships.
Mr. CANNON. Two battle ships, 8 cruisers, 3 cruisers of a

smaller size, which, I apprehend, while the armament is not
spoken of. would cost in the a gate from forty to forti-ﬁve
million dollars—I am not strictly accurate. but in that neighbor-
hood. I believe there is not any appropriation for this work.

Mr, FOSS. There is nothing appropriated for it; we simply
authorized it. :

Mr. CANNON. And anthorized contracts?

Mr. FOSS, Yes; to have them built by private contract, butif
takes about a year to get the plans out. and it is not presumed
that the contracts will be let nnder a year, probably.

Mr. CANNON. Now, I notice here, in the gentleman’s report,
that under the head of ** New Navy,” I beiieve it is—I had it a

moment ago; I will find it,

Mr. FOSS. Page 207

Mr. CANNON. Isthat the new Navy? -

Mr. FOSS. ‘‘The cost of our new Navy.”

. Mr.CANNON. Undertheheadof ** Thecostof our new Navy,”
in the gentleman’s report, I find the—
Actual cost of finished vessels ... coeeemmoiecnesociionaaaaa.. - §08,520 511,85
Estimated final cost of veasels now under construction. ........ &2 457, 610.23
substantially yet remains to be appropriated, and all of it, or
most of it, appropriated by bills to follow hereafter and not in-
cluded in the present bill.

: S58. There is an appropriation in this bill of nearly
$13,000,000 for that object.

Mr.CANNON. Forthatobject. whichwill leave, inround num-
bers, for these new vessels of the Navy now authorized by contract
prior to this Congress, after the thirteen miliions is appropriated
in this, in round numbers, $49,000,000, but yet to be provided for
by Lills following after this session; and then there is the author-
ization of the additional ships, and against the time they are
armed and ready for service. as authorized inthis bill, willamount
to about how much—fifty millions or more?

Mr. FOSS. Those authorized in this bill, in round numbers,
nearly forty millions

Ao ON. Would that include armor and everything?

Mr. FOSS. The maximum cost of these hulls is pnt down here
at $28,850.000, exclusive of armor and armament.

Mr. CANNON. Then if this bill passes as it now is, carrying
the appropriation that it now does toward the constroction of new
ships not heretofore ordered, there will be. to complete these new
ships, to complete the authorization in this bill, in round num-
bers. something over $90.000,000 to be appropriated finally. About
forty-nine millions of that has been authorized, and about forty
millions is to follow,

Mr. FOSS. I would state that under the head of **Increase of
the Navy " in this bill—

Mr. CANNON, Nothing, I will say, is appropriated in this
bill for the skips you propose to authorize,

Mr.FOSS. That istrue; but under thehead of “ Increase of the
Navy,”on page 16, you will find thatthis bill carries for construc-
tion and machinery $12,740,000.

Mr. CANNON. Yes,

Mr. FOSS., Wealso recommend $4,000,000 for armor and arma-
ment and $250,000 for equipment, making a total of $16,990,000.
So that the figure which I mentioned a few moments ago applies
&arely to construction and machinery for the increase ofp the

avy, whereas these other figures which appropriate for arma-
ment and armor and equipment ought to included, making
$17,000,000, the appro%riatiun in this bill toward finishing these
vessels which already have been authorized and which are now in
process of construction,

Mr. CANNON. Now,then, yon report $62,000,000to finish these
vessels, to finish them entirely, and that would leave in round
numbers $44,000,000 to complete the vessels already anthorized,
and then to that wounld have to be added, if this bill passes an-
thorizing the additional ships that the bill provides for, in round
numbers, $10,000,000 more, making abount $34,000,000 to complete
the Navy that has been previously authorized and will be author-
ized by this bill, but not heretofore appropriated.

Mr. FOSS. I would say. practically, yes, taking into consider-
ation the véssels which we anthorize in this act, that it will require
in the nei hﬁorhood of $30,000,000.

Mr, CU%I INGS. That is altogether.

Mr. CANNON. That is altogether, to finish the vessels that
have been authorized and which you are authorized to contract
for and not carried in this bill—that is $50,000,000 to be appro-
priated hereafter.

Mr, LOUDENSLAGER. That would cover a period of some
seven or eight years.

Mr. WH of Kentucky, It is an injustice to allow that
statement to go aguinst this bill—

Mr. CANNON. I am not making any objection to the bill.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky (conrinning). If yon mean to
give the committee the impression that thereis an increase of
eighty millions in this bill. !

. CANNON. Oh, no; I am not criticising the bill at all or

aking against its policy, but I was trying to see what is to be

the appropriation hereafter by virtue of the authorization hereto-
fore made and the anthorization in this bill.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Did I understand the gentleman from Illi-
nois to say that the authorization in this bill would entail an ex-
pense of forty millions?

Mr, CANNON, Thatis what my colleague informs me,
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Mr. COMMINGS. I domnot think that two battle ships and six
cruisers will cost $40,000.000.

Mr, DAYTON. I want to call the attention of the gentleman
from Illinois to the fact thatif thatistrue, thetotal costof the Navy
of the United States. the bulwark of American defense. will only
be about forty millions more than the appropriation every year in
the annual pension bill,

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman must not misstate me, and I
know my colleague, the gentleman occupying the floor, does not
misunderstand me. I am in no sense criticising the bill, but I
am trying in good faith to ascertain, as far as I can, what is the
amount entailed in expense upon the money in the Treasury to
be hereafter appropriated, by virtue of this and other legislation,
for a new Navy.

Mr. CUMMINGS. A very landable ambition. [Laughter.]

Mr, FOSS. I want to say to the gentleman from Illinois that I
have not the accurate figures here, but that this bill, in anthoriz-
ing new ships, fixes npon a maximum limit for the cost of con-
struction, and in the figures, which I have presented in this bill
for the hull of these vessels, cost, in round numbers, $28,500,000.
I am gimply tuking the maximum limit, the cost of the different
vesselsauthorized, The actual cost will be much lower thanthat—
take, for instance, the hull of the Indiana, which costs $3.000.000;
the hull of the Kearsarge, cost §2,250,000—and so, whilewe author-
ize the maximum limit, it does not mean that the limit is the
actnal cost of the construction of the hull,

Mr. RIDGELY. In this bill have you made any provision for
the Government to manufacture armor plate of its own?

Mr. FOSS. I will reach that provision a little later. I will
state to the gentleman, however, that we have made no such
provision.

Mr, RIDGELY. Do

Mr, FOSS. Ishonld
later on in the debate.

Mr, RIDGELY. I think it is time thatwe should manufacture
our own plate.

Mr. KITCHIN, Iwouldliketoask thegentleman from Illinois,
the acting chairman of the committee, a question. The limit of
construction in the bill does not include the furniture and a great
many other things that will probably enhance the cost. For in-
stance, it does not include the machinery.

Mr. FOSS. Weappropriate every year agywhere from $250,000
to $400,000 for equipment, and out of that appropriation, I under-
stand, comes the equipment for these vessels—that is, the furniture,
and such things as may be necessary in order to put them in con-
dition to live in. Does that answer the gentleman'’s question?

Mr. KITCHIN. Partially. The point I am getting at is that
twenty-eight millions, which is estimated to be the cost of the
hulls, does not include the total cost to put them in condition for

sea.

Mr. FOSS. No; it does not.

Mr. BROMWELL. On page 16 of the bill is a provision for
ocean and lake surveys. I should like to ask the gentleman
whether anything in that section is new legislation or whether it
follows strictly the provisions in previous bills?

Mrl.aFOSS. 1 would state that this is new language, but not
new law.

Mr. BROMWELL. Isthere not any new law in it at all?

Mr. DAYTON. Not the slightest.

Mr. FOSS. That language, so we were informed by the head of
the Burean, is purely explanatory of what the Navy has bzen do-
ing all these years,

Mr. BROMWELL. How is it as to the law?

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. It was only for the purpose of more
correctly anditing the account. '

Mr. BROMWELL. Has the lake survey been in charge of the
Navy heretofore?

Mr. FOSS. Always.

Mr, BROMWELL. And the sounding of channels?

Mr. FOSS. Yes; and the ocean survey.

Mr. BROMWELL. But I am speaking more particularly of
the lake survey.

Mr. DAYTON. By law thereis an office established for doing
the work by the Navy Department. y

Mr, FOSS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention
of the committee to a few points in connection with this bill. In
the first place, there is a provision here for the abolition of the
two years’ sea course at the Naval Academy, It is necessary that
we should have more officers, and in order to get more officers it
is necessary to abolish a part of the course—what is known as the
sea course—which will give the naval cadets a four years' course,
the same as the war college has at West Point.

Now, this provision of two years’ sea course was tacked on the
four years’ regular course at the Naval Academy at a time when
our Navy was going into decay—away back in 1870, when we did
not need any officers. The time has now come when we need
some officers, and the sensible thing, in our judgment, is toabolish

ou not think it is time that we should?
pleased to discuss that question a little

the two years’sea course, which will give us an additional number
of officers. It will bring in, for instance, I think, about 90 or 100
cadels who are now off on their sea courses, and at the same time
will allow each member of Congress to appoint a cadet every four
years (the same as he does to the war college) instead of every six
Y€ars, as now.

There is another provision in this bill to which I desire to call
the attention of the committee, and that is the question of armor
and armament. While I shall gointoa more thorough discnssion
of this question when we reach that particular provision in the
bill which a:;gljes to it, yet I want now fo make a general state-
ment upon this subject. The committes recommends that the
Secretary of the Navy be authorized to contract for armor for
the three ships, the Maine, the Missouri, and the Ohio, at a cost
not to exceed §545 per ton.

Admiral O'Neil, in a statement which was submitted to the
committee, said that this armor was needed now—this year. The
ships are alreadf in process of construction, and they will be
ready to be supplied with armor before the year is over. And he
said that in no case should a Government factory be regarded as
a possible source of supply of armor for the AMaine, the Ohio, and
the Missouri. On page b of the hearings before the committee
Admiral O'Neil makes this statement:

Iam of the opinion that the rational and most economical conrse to be
followed with regard to procuring armor for three battle ships of the Maine

now under construction, and for which the aggregate of about 7,990 tons
is required, is to purchase the same by contract at a price not to exceed that
asked by the American armor manufacturers—namely, 845 per ton; such

armor to be made by the Krupp process, or to be of a qualit: unal thereto
in ballistic and uthm-sr properties. : v r

Further, he states:

It is abBolutely necessary that the armor for the three battle ships of the
Muine class should be contracted for at an early date, as the contracts for the
hulls and machinery of said vessels were executed October, 1888 —sixteen
months ago. To defer much longer making the armor contracts will un-
doubtedly delay the completion of these vessels or some of them beyond the
contract date of completion, which expires in June, 1901

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky, Will my colleagune permit mea
question right there?

Mz, FOf Certainly.

. Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. Does not the gentleman think
it would be just to the committee (if he proposesto enter into the
discussion of the armor-plate question), to state that so far as
concerns the procurement of armor for the three battle ships now
on the stocks, there is absolutely no difference of opinion in the

committee: that we are all in favor of bnying the armor for those e

three battle ships? It is the question of future supply on which
we disagree. I think that statement would be but just.

Mr. FO=8, I will say to the gentleman that in the statement
I have made up to this time I have not criticised at all the views
of the minority on this proposition.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. I know that; but I think it
would be just to make the statement I have indicated.

Mr. FOSS. As the gentleman has stated the matter, I will con-
firm it—that so far as the provision for armor is concerned for
these three vessels which need it now, the Maune, the Missouri,
and the Ohio, there is no difference of opinion in the committee,
Upon the question of the anthorization of an armor-plate factory
by the Government, I beg to state that the committee saw fit to
leave that matter entirely to the House. In view of the state-
ment——

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Will the gentleman allow me a question?

Mr. FOSS. When I get through with this statement,

The committee did not believe it was wise for them to recom-
mend to this House that the Government should undertake the
manufacture of armor. Admiral O'Neil, in his statement, says _
that the cost of a Government armor plant wonld be $4,572,285.74,
You will find this statement on page 37 of the hearings. He fur-
ther stated, on page 6 of the hearings:

I do not think it is expedient for the Government to undertake the manu-
facture of armor for several reasons, which I will state, thongh I do not re-

it as an impracticable under:ak.fng.

Further, on page 7, he says:

It is not likely that armor could or w prod
the t'.?m‘e-rnmeutsr than it could be b:mg%autl.dultﬁegoﬁl c&a:s;;}ls;mtiogcgg Iig
terest on the velue of the plant and on working capital is discarded,

Now, I simply want to state just for the time being, becaunse I
do not care to enter into the discussion of this question at this
time, preferring to discuss it when the provision comes up regu-
larly—but in view of those statements. your comm ttee did not
see fit to recommend to Congress a provision authorizing a Gov-
ernment armor-plate factory.

Mr. HOPKINS. Will the gentleman allow me a question?

Mr. FOSS. Certainly.

Mr, HOPKINS. The gentleman has given the estimate made
by Admiral O'Neil. Does he remember that when Mr. Herbert
was Secretary of the Navy an investifation on this subject was
had, and it was- reported by the Secretary that a Government
a.n_uo‘;p]?te factory could be constructed for $1,500,000 in round
numbers
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Mr, FOSS. I wonld say to my colleague that there have been
various estimates made, but this is the last estimate,

Mr, HOPKINS. Was not that estimate made by Becretary
Herbert, after a thorough investigation had been made, as to the
cost of the manufacture of armor plate and the cost of establish-
ing a plant by the Government? ;

r. FOSS. 1do notrecollect, Mr. Chairman, the exact estimate
that was then submitted. But I know this, that this estimate
which has been guoted here in the statement of Admiral O'Neil
was made by a bouard of officers, who presented a very voluminous
document upon the subject to Congress,

Mr. BARBER. I would like to ask the gentleman a question.

Mr. FOSS, Certainly.

Mr. BARBER. Itisnot a fact that this estimate, to which the

ntleman has referred, was an English estimate as to the cost of

he establishment of such a plant; and whether it is not a fact that
the armor-factory board, sent out by the Navy Department, found
upon an investigation of the facts that the cost wounld be in the
neighborhood of 4,300,000, instead of that which had been pre-
viously 1 ted as to the English cost?

Mr, FOSS. That, I think, is true.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But the difference, the gentleman will
find, as the report of Mr. Herbert will show, contemplated an es-
tablishment capable of yielding 3,000 tons, while the statement
of the board quoted by the gentleman from Pennsylvania had
reference to 6,000 tons, iy

And I would like to ask the gentleman from Illinois a question.
The gentleman, as I anderstand it, has stated that the committee
desired to leave the subject of the establishment of an armor-plate
factory or plant for the future. I want to ask if he, as the acting
chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs, is willing to adopt
that sucgestion and establish such a plant.

Mr. FOSS (interrupting). 1 would state, Mr. Chairman, to
my friend from Alabama that when we reach that point in the
bifl I ghall be moved largely by the considerations of the hour.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. entleman recognizes, of course,
that he can submit the point of order, and we can not get at the
question on such an amendment.

Mr. FO38. At this time I will not state whether I shall raise
the point of order at that time or not. When we reach that point,

‘as I have already said to the gentleman from Alabama, we will
consider the question then presented.

Mr. UN DEqRWOOD. But it wonld be quite satisfactory for
this gide of the House to hear the gentleman say that it is desir-
able that Congress should take the action proposed, and that he
would not submit the peint of order.

Mr. FOSS. But, Mr. Chairman, there isanother branch of Con-
gress where it will not be subject to the point of order,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 was only hoping that the House might
have an opportunity of coming to a direct vote upon that ques-
tion withont the submission of the point of order.

Mr. OLMSTED. If the gentleman from Illinois will allow me,
1 wonld ask if it is not true that the cost of labor, the cost of ma-
terial, and other matters entering into the construction of an
armor plant have so increased as to largely increase the ques-
tion of cost, and whether this increase has not grown up in the
question of armor p.ate and armor manufacture since either or
both of the reports to which reference has been made were sub-
mitted—that is, the report of Secretary Herbert and the other re-
port to which the gentieman has referred?

Mr. FOSS. I will say to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
that the board which was appointed by Secretary Long went into
the matter thoronghly of the advisability of the Government con-
structing a factory for the manufacture of armor plate, and made
a careful and thorough report on the subject. They went allover
the country, as I know to be a fact, and reported back that the
estimate for a factory of that character wounld involve a cost of
about $3.747,000. Then Admiral O Neil states that, owing to a
marked increase in the cost of structural material, especially of
gteel, since the dates of the different reports. it was probable that
the cost of construction of a plant shonld be increased to not less
than 20 per eent, making a total of $4,872,000.

Mr. OLMSTED. Then the report of Secretary Herbert to
which the gentleman from Ilinois—your colleague, Mr. Hop-
Kixs—called attention is not a proper comparison with the pres-
ent prices of labor and material, both of which have increased
largely since that report was made, Isthat nota fact?

L?g. FOSS. I think so.

Mr. OLMSTED. 1 awm satisfied from the statements made that
the cost of labor and the cost of material have both increased
largely since those reports were made, )

Mr, FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention of
members of the committee to another matter of importance in
connection with the ding bill. We have authorized here,
under the head of ‘‘Increase in the Navy,” 2 battle ships, 3
armored cruisers, and 3 protected cruisers. We believe that
in this report we meet the jnst demands of the public sentiment
in that regard. The committee has geen fit to authorize the

building in private yards, by contract, of these vessels, because
they do not think it advisable to recommend to Congress that
these ships shall be built in the navy-yards of the Government,
and withont going into a general discussion of the matter, which
I shall do when the provision comes up in the ordinary procedure
in the consideration of the bill, I desire to say here and now only
a word, and in that connection to quote from the testimony of
Secretary Long on that proposition to show what moved in the
Einggl 1o the committee in the preparation of this provision of

@ bill.

In answer to a guestion by one of the members of the commit-
tee upon this subect as to advisability of Lunilding ships in the
navy-yards, Secretary Long, on page 11, says:

My general impression is that it is not desirable, as it costs twice as much
and es twice as long. I think the records show that. In the next place,
I think it is not desirable to introdnce into our na.vy:{a.ﬂ]s something which
is not permanent and eontinuous, There is a great desire among the labor-

men in our navy-yards that we shall build these ships in them. but that
will not increase the general cmplﬁyment of labor at all, because if the labor
is not employed in the yards it will be employed outside, ete.
that there is more dm%:r of a navy-yard becoming a factor in pol
number of employees is so ly increased as it would be if shipbuilding

were added to re&unn%_

If we build a ship at New York we must build one at Norfolk, and there
will be a pressure to build one at and one at Mare Island, and one at
FPhiladelp and one at Port Royal and Key West and Portsmouth., Then
will follow a demand for new bi ings, machinery, plant, ete. I you start
a ship at any one of these places you must employ & great many men, and as
soon as it is finished all these must be : an there is trouble,
especially for you. On the other hand, in the business of re ships
there is regular, steady employment. I really think it is a great deal better
in the interest of labor as it is.

Upon the statement of Secretary Long that it would practically
cost the Government of the United States twice as much to vunild
ships in Government navy-yards as it does in private yards and

-take a great deal longer; in view of that testimony, and in view

of an abundance of other testimony which I desire to present
when this provision comes up, the Naval Committee, charged with
the great responsibility of appropriating the people’s moneﬁ and
seeing to it that every dollar of that money appropriated should
go the farthest, did not see fit to recommend to thizs House that
we build our ships in Government nary-i;s;rds.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention of the com-
mittee to a part of this report which relates to the comparative
strength of foreign navies with our own, Yon will see from a
perusal of the different charts and maps that every nation in the
wor.d to-day is builling upon a more gigantic scale than ever
known before,

I may say that I have here in my hand a bill which is to-day
pending in the Reichstag of Germany, and which is likely to pass,
a bill which, if passed, will add to the German navy 422,000 tons
of battle ships, armored cruisers, and g;otected croisers, a larger
tonnage thanthe German navy has to-day, a larger tonnage than
wa ourselves have; and if France and Russia and our own coun-
try do not keep up the pace, in 1916 the German nation will be
the second great naval power upon the face of the globe.

Mr:;. KITCHIN. May l ask my colleague a guestion, Mr. Chair-
man

Mr, FOSS. Certainly.

Mr, KITCHIN. As |l understand,that German plan which you
have just referred to covers a period of sixteen years?

Mr. FOSS. Bixteen years.

Mr, KITCHIN. Nota Ereuent appropriation.

Mr. FOSS. So far as the navies stand to-day, England is the
first, France is the second, Russia is third, and the United States
is fourth, by just abont 2,720 tons ahead of Germany. Just a
cruiser, for instance, the size of the Atlanifa, one of the first
cruisers which we authorized in the building up of the new Navy.

Now, I would like fo say a few words in conclusion upon the
gf:erat question, What are we bnilding the Navy for? In the

irst place, we are building a navy for pence; not to provoke war,
but to conserve international concord. That nation which is the
best fitted to f:‘ght is the least likely to enter ugon fight.

The international peace conference lield at The Hagne this last
summer adopted a resolution that the peace conference is of the
opinion that the governments taking into consideration the propo-
sitions made in this conference should make a study of the pos-
sibility of and agreement concerning the limitation of armed
forces on land and sea, and ef naval budgets.

1t is a singular fact that after the adoption of that resolution
the most gigantic naval programmes have been promulgated by
somse of the leading countries of the world. The German Emperor
was not far from right when hesaid, *‘ The best peace conference
is a strong and efficient navy.” BEea power is recognized more
and more as the stren of a great nation.

And so we are building the gn.vy for peace. We are building
the Navy also to maintain our foreign policy. Weare building the
Navy to maintain the Monroe doctrine. which a few years ago
was resurrected into newness of life and clothed in the vigorous
lan of Richard Olney.

‘ge are building the Ns;avy to defend the proposed Nicaragua
Canal, which, I trust, will never be built unless the American




1900.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

4231

Navy has the right, as it has the ability. to defend it against all
comers. |Loud applause.] We are building the Navy for com-
merce. For a hundred years all the thought and purpose of this
country has been devoted toward the development of cur own

TESOUrCes.

My, HEPBURN. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman from
Illinois permit me to ask lnm a question there? €n you k
of defending that great enterprise by the Navy, can you tell the
committee the relative value of guns of the same caliber, one on
land and theother on sea? Is it not true that one on land is said
to be six times as effective as one on sea?

Mr, FOS3. I am not informed as to that.

Mr. HEPBURN. Omnehavinga permanent, stable platform and
the other a constantly moving, oscillating platform.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH, Itcan not go into so many places

*“to meet the enemy.

Mr, FOSS. There would be some advantage in the one on land,
but, as my friend from Michigan suggests, it could not go into so
many {;ilacas to meet the .enemy. |

Mr, HEPBURN, But if the enemy has an objective point, it
might be there.

Mr. FOSS. True.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I would suggest to my friend from Iowa
that I have reud that it was estimated that a gun under thosecir-
cumstances on land was three times as effective, but this is the
first time I have heard that it was six times.

Mr. HEPBURN. If the gentleman from Illinois will excuse
me, I will state that [ had a conversation with one of the most dis-
tinguished naval officers we have living to-day, and he told me
that the relative effectiveness was 1 to 6.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I wouldratherhavethe opinion of Admiral
Farragut than that of Admiral Dewey.

Several members Tose.

Mr. FOSS. I am very sorry that I can not yield to everﬂ:;ody.

Mr. BARTLETT. The court, in the claim of Admiral Dewey
for prize money, decided that it was about three times, less than
six months ago.

Mr. FOs8. I will say, gentlemen, that the great victories will
e won hereafter on the gea,

We are building the Navy for commerce. Fora hundred years
this country has iived largely within itself and for itself, and all
onr thoughtand purpose has been devoted toward the building up
of our own resources. Under the wise and beneficial system of
protection this country has practically to-day made itself indus-
frially independent of all the countries of the world, ~ Protection
has been the watchword of the past century—protection to Amer-
ican labor, to American industry, and to American homes—but I
say to vou that the watchword of the coming century will be
‘‘commerce,”

Commerce will mean all that protection has meant and a great
deal more. It will mean that we will not only build our own
railroads, but at the same time we will send our locomotives to
draw trains across the transcontinental roads of Asia and Eu-
1{;29. We will not only build our own bridges, but will build

dges to span the streams of Africa. 1f will mean that we will
not only hold on to this home market of ours, the best in the
world, but we will seek the markets of the Orient, and in the de-
velopment of our cominercial supremacy, which, in my mind, is
gure to come, the Navy will play an important

By the mere logic of circumstances this countryis bound in the
mnext few years to be the greatest shipbuilding country on the face
of the globe. I have here a statement which goes to prove that
fact:

The foundation of steel and iron Lmdumis coal and iron ore. The total
area of the British coal fieids is DJv square miles. The total area of the
United States coal flelds is 197,000 square miles. In 1898 Great Britain con-
sumed, in round figures, 18,000 60 tons of iron ore, of which one-third was
imgort.ed—nmly 6,600,000 tons.  Shipbuilding depmmdsupon the development
and expansion of the iron and steel industry. We now make 50 per cent
more p.g iron than either Great Britain or Germeany, or more than one-third
of the iron made in the world.

We make half as much steel as all the other nations put to-
gether; and when you take into consideration the fact that the
raw material for our ships and the ships of the world is iron and
coal, I say to you that by reason of our large supply here and the
small supply over there. this conntry is to-day upon the eve of
the greatest progress in the shipbuilding industry ever made.

‘Why, when we think that seventeen years ago we had prac-
tically no shipbunilding industry in this country, and find that
which we had was discredited. that we had to go abroad for all
the materials which enter into their construction and for the forg-
ings, armor, and everything, almost, and that to-day we are not
only supplying American sh.i%)a. fashioned by American hands ont
of American raw material for ourselves, but at the same time
building them for Japan. and building them for Russia and some
of the other nations of the world, this country has mude tremen-
dous progress in the march of naval construction.

‘We are building the Navy for peace, for the maintenance of our

forei olicy, for commerce, and then we are building our Navy
for viﬁntian. This country embarked in the war with Spain
for the purpose of freeing the suffering Cubans from the tyranny
of Spanish rule.

Under the rules of war, to fight our enemy where she was the
most vulnerable was one of the first principles of successiul war-
fare; and so, forced by the canons of international law to leave the
bharbor of Hougkong, the fleet of Dewey made for the harbor of
Manila, and there in the memorableengagement with the Spanish
fleet won the day, and the Spanish sovereignty of the Phiiipg;nea
passed by the rules of war over to ourselves, This was later
ratified by the treaty of peace. y

‘Whether it wogld have been better for Dewey to have sailed
away and left these islands and those people to the jarring of
domestic tribes. to become eventually the spoils of other nations,
it is too late now to discuss. What their future may be I do not
know. Perchancewe may annex them permanently to onrselves,
or we may civilize them until they arrive at that stage of civili-
zation and of p ess where they can erect a government of
their own, a republie whose inflnence will penetrate throngh all
the darkened portions of the Orient and start the fires of liberty
on every altar, But that I leave to destiny and the future to

reveal.

This I know, that our duty now is elear; our duty is to civilize
those people, and toward that end there will be ten thonsand min-
istering angels. The American school-teacher with her spelling
book may enlighten the mind; the American missionary with his
Bible may soften the heart; the American tourist and the Amer-
ican traveler may teach them the rules of living and the laws of
trade; but I say to you that in the immediate years, while these
people are barbarous as they are to-day and half civilized—when
they recognize no virtue that is not accompanied by force—that
the American battleship, fashioned by American hands, filled
by American seamen, answering to every call and command,
with an American flag above it that never waved over any peo-

le'but to bless and save. [Applause.] I say that the American
rattle ship, that never bore a commission of duty but what it car-
ried a message of hope, will do more to civilize these le than
the ten thousand sweeter and gentler influences which mold the
minds of more civilized people. [A"ﬁplanse.] It will teach them
that liberty is not license, but that all trne liberty is iberty under
law. %fﬂnr order, and reverence for justice.
M‘i‘he C MAN, The time of the gentleman from Illinois

expired. —
Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, T ask unanimous consenf
that the gentleman be allowed to conelude his remarks,

There was no objection,

Mr. FOSS. Ithank the gentleman. I say, Mr. Chairman, we
are building up our Navy, building it np for peace, for the main-
tenance of our national honor, for commerce. for civilization,
these mighty human instrumentalities which to-day are moving
in the world and working out ** that perfect liberty of mankind.”
the liberty of enlightened conscience, the liberty of regenerated
hnmanity, the liberty of Christian statesmanship—that liberty,
in short. which, under the benign rulings of Almighty God. is
great and peculiarmission of our countrytouadvance. [Applause.]

APPENDIX.
[House Report No. 980, Fifty-sixth Congress, first session.]
NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL,

Mr. Foss, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, submitted tho following
mg.g:. to accompany H. R. 10450;

Committes on Naval Affairs, to whom was referred so much of the
President's aunual message as relates to the naval establishment, together
{WHI.UE.‘ t]lze nﬁn:g':lk?“mm of tgn N%vytilgwtﬁunt. s_ubn;ib l:g;agit.h a bill

. 10450 ng a ations for naval servi scal
sugtog e B D G el smmman 7 T T T

ATOOUN v 120, 010,67,

to the House from the Committes oigi'uval Aﬂ'n'irs. ez

& Appropriations for current jlscal year.

Nuval appropriation act, March 3, 1809 - A
Urgent %ﬂmwr}- act, Febrnary 9, 1000 . ﬂ%g: 3:’3 5[!3 =]
Urgent defleiency (reappropriated). ... . 354), 000, 00
Additional urgent deflciency «..eeeaccemeeresnesmeseansnsoonarnon 645, 000, 00
Rl e e e L A St o e e T e T A 53, 844, 060. 58

The total estimates of the Departwent, supplemental and otherwise,
amounted to$60.8:.634.67. In the Book of Estimates they appear much larger,
but this is due to a clerieal error of 3352402, which wns made at the Depart.
ment but afl rectified. The committee carefully ncrnﬂnlseﬂhﬂ

tes of the different bureaus, and without curtailing the work or nse-
fulness of any, made such deductions, after hearing the soveral burean chiefs,
asin its judgment it believed to be in accordance with careful and judicious
expenditure of money during the coming fiscal year. Thess deductions
amounted to $8,675.715.

This bill, therefore, carries a proposed increase of a;
naval app rintion act of last year of $13,109.947.00, and a total increase over
all nets of §.,864,047.00. This increace, as will be seen from the table of esti-
mates, is due largely ro the improvements of our yardsand docks, the con-
struction and repeir of our vessels, and the incrense of the Nary.

This bill, following tht; cnstt].’om of yanr:. li;s divided i&ndn general hesﬂing.
making a riations. for the different bureans and departments
naval mmmt. as follows. B |y

ropriations over the
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Comparative statement.
Bupple- | p
otal De-
mental es- Proposed
tesas| partment | oo ria. | Appropri-
Iper H. Doc,| estimates, tru%s?plml. aked, lai'[‘
308, 1901,
Pay of the Navy.-. 2,810, 897, 00 $12, 810, BOT. 00/#13, 500, 171. 00
Pay, miscellaneous . .. 500,000,001 500,000,000  500,000.00
Contingent, including
amergemg R He e 520, 000, 00 10,000, 00
Bureau of Navigation. ... i, 425, 505, 125, (0
Bureau of Ordnance. -.... 2,848, 124,000 8,143,124.00
Bureau of Equipment.... , 4614, 062,52} 2, 765, 455. 10
Bureaun of Yards and .
DOCKS .« coveanovseomronazs] | 2, 00000 753,322.83 608, 439. 83, 453,442.23
Public works, yards and
O e b S e 13,708, 674.32| 17,707,467.82| b, 485, 236,50
Public , works, Naval i
Academy and Observa-
L T opann RN 2,051, 500. 00 690, 000, 00| T30, 000, 00
Bureau of Medicine and
BUrgery..cccceomavenseae| 40,000 220,000, 00 220, 000, 00| 182, 500. 00
Buareau of Supplies and
AOCONIR ol Sen s nrio 10, 8OO, 8,231,232.08| 2,731,282 3,220,432.08
Burean of Construction
and Repair..............| 500,000,00{ 6,705,824 25 6,235,824 3,273, 407,00
Bureau of 8
..... 2,7“.21!1.[!)1 1,209, 200.00
8 100, 685, 45 195,153. 456
2,740,370. 27 2,712,870.27) 2,544,271.27
1 10, 990, 699, 10,392, 402. 00
y o7 ol SRR e 1,632, 527, &l 69, 835, 634. 67| 61,200, 016, ﬁ?i 48, 099, 900. 58

PAY OF THE NAVY.
The pay of the Navy in this bill is §12,810,807, which is made up from the
following table:

Pay of 1,751 officers on the active Hab. e cemec e cccaeaaa $4,104, 809
Commutation of quarters for officers ............cocuen 200, 00U
Pay of 284 naval cadets nnder instroetion............ 142, 000
Pay of 536 officers on the retired st . ... oo 1, 190, 801
A I's secretary .......... Sl 2,500
PRy O TAHCIaPER. 5. i e mnminm o s n st e v i mn pt e i 184, 800
Pay of 17,500 petty officers, seamen, and other enlisted men.._..... G, S0, 000
Pay of 2,500 apprentice boys at training stations and on
ba T P ARy oA S SRR e R sesszaidooc  AB0,000
Pay of 20 mates (section 1408, Revised Statutes) 18,000
Pay of enlisted men on theretired list. .. ... ..o oo 40,210
Ext".rs of petty officers and seamen reenlisting under honora- s
e P T BT e g S il e RS S T 5
To pay interest on deposits by enlisted men (act February 9, 1889) . 13, 000
Mot e s s e e e s TR B0 RNT

'This is a decrease of $080,274 from the last naval appropriation act, by reason
based upon the hurried
estimates pre in accordance with the personnel act, which was p

on the last day of the session, the same day on which the naval appropriation
act was , and also for the reason that an additional amount was re-
quired last year to pay officurs and men who were engaged in temporary
service in the Navy during the late war with Spain.

Under ** Pay, miscellaneous,” the appropriation this year is the same as
that of lest year, with the exception that thers bas been an additional ap-
propriation of $10.000, to enable the Secretary of the Navy to transport home
the remains of officers and enlisted men of the Navy and Marine Corps who
die or are killed in action outside of States. Following thisisa
provision providing for an emergency fund of $500.000, which is naeeasar{ to
meet unforeseen contingencies const?fntly arisig%ln view of the unsettled

The total increase of approprintions under this Bureau amounts to 861,300,
This increase is more than aceounted for by the provisivn inserted in the bill
appropriating for ontfits for landsmen training for seamen, which is earnestly
recommended by the Secretary of the Navy and the chief of the Burean. In
view of the fact that it has been found difficult to enlist the full quota of
men, some epconragement of this character has become necessary. 1t is be-
leved that this provision will not only provide the full quota of enflsted men,
but at the same time will have a tendency to improve the character of the
applicants and also induee a larger number of our own citizens to become
part of the personnal of the Navy. At the ﬁ{mnt time 88 per cent of the
qlmio nuomber of our petty officers and enlisted men are citizens of the
United States, while 65 per cent of the remainder have declared their inten-
tion to become citizens. Of the other enlisted men 75 per cent are citizens
and of the remainder 48 per cent have declared their intention to become
citizens, while as to apprentices, over 91 per cent are native born.

Provision is made under this Bureau for the maintenance of our two im-

rtant naval training stations, one at Yerba Buena Island, California, and

he other at Coasters Harbor Island, Rhode Island, where our young men
are trained in the duties of seamen. The training station in Calqrom o has
been recently established, and provision is made in this bill for a completion
of the work. The training station at Newport, R. L., has been established
for some years, and during the last year the number of apprentices under
instruction was 1.027. vision has also been made for the maintenance of
the War College at Newport,

BUREAU OF ORDNAXN CB.

This Burean has general charge of the ordnance of the Navy and the armor
and armament of vessels, the torpedo station and magazines on shore, and
designs the interior a ements of all buildings erected for its use at navy-

rards, as well as the machinery used for han g ammunition on ship, the
nterior of the turrets, and the arrangement of guns,and the distribution of
armor thereon, All torpedoes, powder, guns, and war explosives of all g,
and armor plate, are bought and manufactured under its supervision. It

has control of all details of its own administration.
The followin gﬂtrble ves the estimates for the next fiscal year, the amount
carried by this Jand the amounts appropriated for the current year:
timates, |Carried by| Appropri-
o kR P
Ordnance and ordnance stores............. &1, 805, 500 | 1,705,500 | $1,875,000
Reserve guns for auxiliar 4 250, 000 L 000 250, 000
Smokeless powder factory .......... SRR e By 25,000
Torpedo station, New R.I 65, 000 85,000 65, 000
Repairs, Burean of Ordnance.......... 80, 000 380, 000 30, 000
Puget Sound Naval Station, buildings. . 80,000 80,000 |.....ooicis
Arming and equipping naval militia. . 00, 000 80, 000 30, 000
Contingent, Burean of Ordnance.... 80, 000 80, 000 15, 000
Naval wagazine, Norfolk. Va .. 20,000 | 20,000 27, 600
Naval magazine, Dover, N. H .._.... 100, 000 100:000 |- s o5 i
Naval magazine, Fort Lafayette, N. ¥..... 15,000 15, 000 B, 000
Naval proving ground, Indian Head, Md..| 15,000 |eeveesvoeesemueeo s
Civil establishment ... cceion i aaees U2, 624 , 024 32, 624
gavﬁ magazine, ilge:: ﬁ?&k Hg‘bﬂr-- ------------------------ ﬂfulg.%

aval magazine, Fo) in. e Y a s '
Machinery for ordnance building, League

f P P, RS e, e S e i N 60, 000
Steam lighter, navy-yard, League Island.. 80,000
ot L T S g 2,503,124 | 2,888,124 | 3,143,124

1t will be seen from the above table that the total appropriations for this
Burean are §755,000 less than that a priated for the present fiscal year.
There is an increase in the appropriation for the improvement of the
factory at Washington, made necessary by theex on of the Department
incident to the increase in the Navy, while there is a decrrase of the appro-
riation for the purchase of smokeless der to fno.lm. which, it is.
Eelievad. will gatisfy the demands of the Department for the coming year.

ons. sum xpended in dis-
g&mi&%ﬂ%ft bes ] i An ordnance shop and two e buildings are uired at’ Puget Sound
Comparative statement. naval station, owing to the fact that there are no faeilities at this station for
- oh R mstext‘-igl. ?nd an nppr&p{;ﬁaﬁm oftj mu?tmbmn r;acommandea.’e
Estimates,| Carried |Appropri- | therefor. Also the improvemen connection w e naval m a

1861 | by bill nt‘;g, Thoo. Norfolki:.:ria stzio-éﬁl rpcommgndad by the Department, and for which an

np]%rupr O O A s nrged. A
he naval magazine at Dover, N. J., which is the main depot of supplies, is
Sﬁ?g.% Sl‘gq:% mﬁ.% inneed of mew storehouse, magazine, light, heat. and gower plant, nns other
500, 000 500,000 1 improvements, for which the committee recommend an appropriation of

: Sl e T $100.000. “Tho foguiar sppropriAtouNar provifing ressrve guns (or aucliia

cruisers. torpedo station at Newport, arming and equipping Nava -
TORAL. oo e 1,010,000 | 1,020,000 516,000 tia, and the maintenance of the Ordnance Department are the same, while

BUREAU c(ér KAVIG.;I‘IO;. A e
This Bureaun has general jurisdiction over the officers and men of the Navy,
their training and nt: also the movement of vessels in the Navy
and their complement of officers and men. It has charge of the compilation
of the Naval ﬁeg'lst.ar and preparation, revision, and enlorcement of all tac-
tics, drill books, signal codes, ultgher codes. and the uniform regulations. It
also has general su n of the Naval Academy and techgical school for
officers (except the War College and To o Bchool). i
The following is a statement of the estimates of the Bureau for the fiscal
vyear 1001, with the appropriations carried by this bill and the appropriations
for the current fiscal year:

Estimates | Appropri- | Appropri-

for 1001, n‘l‘.‘g)i. ISOL ate’&. 1};0(.!.

Transportation, recruiting, and contingent] 80,000 $50, 000 260, 000
GUODETY EXOTCISO. —vmememmeoaeoeeeeenBnee| 12 12, 000 12,000
Outfits for naval approntices. « oc.oeeeenenn. 112,500 112, 500 2, 500
%nti{i& for lﬁds%crr{d ............................. 112,500 |-aeoaecaeas

av train 8 ns:

(_‘s].lrornin..gumi ntenance 30, 000 30,000 30, 000
California, buildings. L 750 , 750 50, 000
Rhode Island, mainte: 45,000 45, 000 30, D00

N E{;@e Mnnd.bui]ﬁn B - g O, 500 54,060 125, 000

of College. Island, main-

Dstics o e e 9,200 9,200 9,200
Naval Home, Philadelphia. ... ... oo 76, 425 70,425 76,425
Supplemental estimate (H. Doc. No. 398).. o U e bR iy

] P T A R S IR R P 463, 925 566, 425 505, 125

the items carried by the last act, but omit
the above table.

from this bill, will be seen in

RBUREATU OF EQUIPMENT.

The duties of this Bureau consist in furnishing the coal and general equip-
ment of vessels. It also has charge of the manufacture of rope. anchors,
cables, rigging, sails, galleys. and cooking utensils, and a portion oi‘.’ thoe elec-

trical for 1 also of the Naval Observatory, Naatical Almannc
antc,ll cotl::pm tgg' andn:llt%nta%.n of its own administration. The iiotl}:lowgﬁf
table shows the estimates, the t of appropriations proposed ]
and the amounts carried by the last appropriation act:
Comparative statement.
Estima Carried by | Appropri-
l 1000 Bl D | e 1
EQUIPMENT,
Equipment of vessels.....cccceceeeens 800, 000. 00
Oceah and Jake surveys. 277 100,000.00
Contingent Borean ..... 25, 004. 00
Depots for coal...... 500, 000. 00
givi] leﬂtabli&hmettib e 17,475.00
upplemen estima
l'\‘!}Z'oﬂl wharf, Cavite_..... 00, 000. 00
Equipment plant, Cavite 20,000, 00
Civil establishim 1,577.52
Yt i e e L St A 3, 564, 052. 52

%
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Az will be seen from the above table, there is an inerease in the appropria-
tions for this Bureau of $69¢,607.42, owing to the increase in the number of
ships, and also to the necessity of establishing coaling stations in our insular
Emmlous: £375,000 of this increase is in the item of equnipment of vessels.

e appropriation for this year was £75,000 short of what was n‘bsolnte!{
necessary, and this amount was appropriated in the urgent deficiency ac
There is an increase of 00,000 over that of the present year for coaling sta-
*tions, A partof thisappropriation, if made, will be in establishing coal
sheds and a wharf at Cavite, P. L., capable of holiiing 25,000 tons of coal. This
is made necessary by the fact that we have a large number of the ships of the
Navy there, and between five and six thousand tons of coal per month are
required for them. Coal is now stored in the oven, and is consequently liable
to rapld deterioration. An appropriation of 0,000 is strongly urged for the
purchase of the necessary tools and appliances for the enlargement and in-

facilities of the equipment plant at Cavite, which the committee

favorably recommend. Thia is done in view of the fact that without it our

vessels would be obliged to go to Hongkong, some 700 miles away, in case of
repairs,

The appropriation of §100.000 for ocean and lake surveys is the same as that

in the last naval appropristion act, The Navy Department has been making
the Pm{?;

surveys on the coast of Cuba and Guam, pines, and the Hawaiian
Is]n{:l ﬁsnd arein condition to continue this work, which is so important to
navigation.

The Navy has done this work ever sinee its establishment, and it is the
peculiar provinee of the Navy to do it. They are the men who sail the seas
and whose duty it is to know every shoal, reef, and rock. They can do it more
economieally than any other burean or department of the Government, be-
cause their ships earry on board all the instruments for making proper sur-
veys, and in time of peace the Navy can be usefully employed in this impor-
tant work. Thb other appropriations under this burean are practically the
same as those for the current year, including the civil establ ent.

BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOUCKS,

This s the civil engineering bureaun of the Department and has charge of
the constroction of buildings and their maintenance in the several navy-
yards, also of all docks and shore structures of all kinds, such as quay wal
wharfs, ete,, for which it estimates. It also has charge of all WW hical
improvements in such yards, Newport, R. 1., Annapolis, Md., and the Naval
Home, Philadelphia, the magazines and hospitals ontside of navy-yards, and
the buildings for which it does not estimate being excepted from its juris-
diction. TE:part of the naval appropriation bill under public works is esti-
mated for by this burean. 4

The following table shows the estimates for the fiscal year 1001, the pro-
p‘c_?:g app;gpristtons in this bill, and the amounts earried by the last appro-
P on act:

Comparative statement.
Estimates, | Carried A i
1901. bill. By nted,m.

YARDS AND DOCES.

MAalntenANCe o e ccramnnarmmmmsan sesmman $420,000. 00
Contingent . _......... eee|  B0,000.00
Civil establishment 83,122, 83

House Docoment Ko, 308:

Maintenance .....vcaeencianacanaaceas| 100,000.00
Repairs and preservation. 100, 000, 00
Contingent. ... .. . ...oo..o.|  20,000.00

As will be seen from the above table, the increase this year over that'of
the last nppropriation act is §154.907.60. Of this increase 000 is for the
maintenance of yards and docks, which is made necessary in view of the fact
that the Na tment has taken pos: on of the naval stations in Ha.
bana. Guha'gan uan, Porto Rico; Manila, Philippine Islands, all of which
require to be maintained and kept in a proper state of preservation. There
tl.zi.lhw ?n itmthst thundeiz t.ht:‘ il:gn; of ca&ﬁxgentexp&tm“s;!f $30,000, qI"ll?e Mt.h ¥

e fac ere is a deficiency @ presen year. other
items under this Bureaun are substantially the same as the last year.

PUBLIC WORES.

the tincreased requirements of the Navy was strongly impressed upon
the Department,”

The following table showa the value of the real estate, ehattels, and ma-
chinery plants at the various yards and stations June 30, 1589:

Statement showing the value of real estate and chattelsand machinery plant at
the several yards and stations June 50, 1550, as per appraisal under Depart-
ment's circular No. 95,

Real estate | Machine
Navy-yardsand stations. At chattaia: phmt_"f
Navy-yard, Portsmonth, N. H. ... ....._........ . B37. €243, 043, 00
Navr-wd. Boston, Mass ._....... 2,205,181 10 | 549,180, 28
Naval War College. Ne?.\ort. B I. 00, 422. 00 | . - v ceom oo
Naval training station, Newport. R. B13, (5. 60 7,815, 00
Naval torpedo station, Newport R. 1. 2530, 576. 88 45, 060,90
Naval station, New London, Conn.. 131. 146,52 D). 00
Navy-yvard, New York. N. Y. ceeeeeen 5 E g

Navy-yvard, Leagne Island,Pa ......
fingl"i{oma.Pntﬁ]adelphia.?ﬁam..

Naval Academy, Annapolis. Md.__..._. 43250
Naval Observatory, nalnnglon.D.C e
Navy-yard, Washington, D.C............ 56257
Marine head rters, Washington,D.C e
Navy-yard, Norfolk, Va .. .coocervenaannnn L. T0
Naval proving ground, Md.. e L 600, (0
Naval station, Port Roya.li_% O , 226, 63
Nawal station, Key West, = 2 474.48
XNavy- . Pensacols, Fla........... 754,00
Navy-yard, Mare Island,Cal ..._...._. 420.00

Naval training stutlon.d‘nl...... ey
Naval station, Pnget Sound, Wash

Nuaval station, Juan,P.R ...
Naval station, Honolulu,H.I..

Theabove indicates the magnitude of these yards and stations. Itishers
that the ships are taken for repair and fully equipped for further service,
and as the number of ships increases a corresponding improvement in onr
yards and stations follows as a necessary sequence in order that they may be
able to meet the requirements of a growing navy. The two must go hand in
hand. While the committee has not seen fit to recommend what has been
asked for to the full extent; yet they have made pruvision for that amount of
public works which can be i;dl.dousiy carried on during the mmin&ﬂml

Under the head of public works is that of the completion of the dry
h which are now being built at Portamouth, Buston, Island
Icland, and the floating dock at Algiers, La., rtz%luiring an sgpropriat‘ion of
$1.550,000. There already been appropria for these docks §1.800,000,
making a total of £3,250,000, and 1,500,000 more will be required to complete

them.

This bill also provides for the beginning of construction of two more stone
dry docks.one a! New York and theother Et Norfolk, Va. Theseareurgently
demanded by the Department in view of the importance of these two yards,
that of New York be the largest and most important and that of Norfolk
next. At the present 2 we have no docks at either place large enough to
take in our t battle ships with safety.

Under ** Pubiic Works ™ is a provision for barracks for enlisted men at New
York and Mare Island, to take the place 6f receiving shi The Verniont is
the receiving ship at New York, and is in extreraely shape and unfit for
the pu for w tis used. The one at Mare Island. the Independ ,
is but little better. Our Government is the last of the maritime nations to
adopt the barracks system for its seamen. Every other nation has them,
The British Government has already expended §,600,00 for the purpose of
Emﬂﬂ;hmsing their seamen. ce, Germany, it.aiy. Russia, Austria,

apan, iave already constructed barracks for their seamen.
here are many reasons which areu in support of the establishment
of barracks; among others, that of the health of the men, economy of admin-
istration, and the p: r recreation for the men. Indeed. it has been esti-
mated that there will an annual saving to the Government of 150,000 if
barracks were substituted in the place of receiving ships at Boston, New
York, League Island, Norfolk, and Island.

NAVAL ACADEMY.

The Naval Academy was founded in 1845 I:% the Hon. George Bancrof!

Secretary of the Navyin the Administration of dent.James K. Polk, an

was located at Annapolis, Md., on land occupied by Fort Severn, which was

given up by the War lgggaﬂmtmt tor the purpose, where it has since re-

ganned.ax t for a short period during the civil war, when it was removed
ewpor

year.
i

i B

ts of the Department and Boards of Visitors have been made from
time to time as to the inadequacy and unsafe condition of many of the build-
ings, some of them being 50 years oid, and in the act of May 4, Congress
authorized the Secretary of the Navy to erect a buillding for an armory at a
cost not to exceed $300,000, a boathounse at a cost not to exceed , & power
honse at a cost not to exceed 100,000, four double houses for officers’ quarters
to cost not more than s for g, electric-light wiring, removing old
buildings, and ng plant at a cost not to ex , and to construct
a line of sea wall and for ng and filling, $150,000, and appropriated
£500,000 toward the construction of such work. In the last act. for the pur-
gso of continuing such work. Congress appropriated §720,000 more, making a

tal of 81.220,000 y appropriated for new work at the Academy.

Estima Carried by | Appropri-
1901, Bill, n‘bad.lm
$002, 000,00 | $361, 00 $£306, 000. 00
1,798, 300,00 m.%fm 879, 000, 00
B0 00 | s s 25, 000, 00
1,977, 000,00 | 1,500, 200. 00 G612, 062. 00
1, 903, 092, 00 6930, 500, (0 800, 767. 00
875,017,482 414, 102.52 205, 000, 00
1, 649, 000, 00 464, 500. 00 645, 68T, 50
882, 000, 00 227,000, 00 145, 000, 00
117,000.00 97,000.00 112, 520, 00
52, (00,00 62, 000, 00
20, 500.00 9,500, 00
145, 000.00 145,000.00 |.
Mare Island .. 1,152, 700. 00 563, 200, 00
PugetBound .. ... ....... 220, 066,00 | 206, 165, 00
Dredging, Dry Tortugas. . z 200, 000, 00 00, 000, 00
Habana, naval station._ .. L 50,000.00 | ... ... ...
Dry dock, Algiers .. .. ccccvaaenins 650, 000, 00 650, 000, 00
Fourdrydocks. . . .coocooomoaaonn. 000, 000,00 | 900, 000. 00
sand preservation...........c 450, 000, 00 500, 000. 00
'.I.'ota‘l.............................I 13,768, 674,32 | 7,707, 467.32 | 5,465, 286.50

The necessity for increaged appropriations in this important branchof the
naval establishment has been set forth in the able report of the Secretary
of the Navy, on page 41, in which he says:

* The operations of the various hureans at the yards during the war show
that in very many respects the pnblic works were not adeguately equip
for the prompt and proper conduct of the work of repairing and
vessels of war. Even in such navy-yards as New York, Norfolk, an are
Island, the best equipped in the country. many deficiencies wera founa to
exist, This was the experience of every bureau, and the importance of
modernizing the nm-)’srd plants, erecting new storehouses and shops, pro-
viding adequate docking facilities, and thereby enabling the yards to meet

fittin m'

Naval Academy. Estnaves ineriad by

Appropri-
&t&d,?aﬂ. <

BUILDINGS AND GROUNDE.

For completion of buildings, and other

WO . e recses b

Cadets’ quarters

Power house ...

Foundations for gen
mildin

engine 4
General storehouse ...
Beawwall o
Foundations for gun battery..
Subway.......

Restoration of colonial building.
Relaying walks . ..o e canas
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Naval Academy. Eaﬂma!w]- m‘hl' Mﬂ_ by -:mi’m_?%_‘
BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS—continued.

Beweragesystem . ......cccviaemrrscncrnnane- 10, 000
'I'empam:l:r warehouse. .....ccceecauiieaaail ‘15, 000
Additlonalland. .. .. cocecmaieaaaiae . 80, 000
OMeers’ BOUBSS e cevicnvadinanarr s oeese 75, 000
Additional land. - ool 181,000
Orading, Daviog, 8. e e s rn s nm e en (Lh1]

e, A R et Il e T 2,021,000

In this bill the committes recommend an appropriation of 350,000 to begin
the ercetion of a building suitable for eadets’ quarters at a cost not exceod-
ing 8250000, The present cadels’ quarters have already breen condemnned,
and the Board of Visitors in their report strongly recommend that new cadets’
quarters should be begun gs soon as possible. ile the Department recom-
mend in their estimate a building to cost not exceeding £3,535,000, which would
accommodate cadets to the number of about 500, nEet. the committee concluded
that a building costing $2.500,000 gould e built snffciently large tor all present
and immediate future needs upon a plan which would allow the addition of
wings to be built, as any future increased number of cadets might require.
They also recommend the ap| tion of $50,000 for foundations for a gen-
eral storehonse and building for department of steam an{lneerins. which can
be made to ter advantage and economy now than later. Two hundred
thousand d is nlso recommended for building the sea wall, which is
necessary at this time,

The committee also recommend an n&propriation of §25.000 for the restora-
tion of the colonial and histarical building now used as a library building. but
which shall hereafter be used as a residence for the superintendent of the
Academy; and for gradingand ]E:.vmg, electric-light wiring, and the erection
of a te‘mgmm? electric-light plant, ete., $50.000. estimates of the De.
muen call for an appropriation of £261,000 toward the purchase of addi-

1 lands along the sou rly line of the Acadewmny grounds, and the
Board of Visitors in their report recommend ** That. in view of the prospec-
tive need of the Academy, it seems to be absolutely necessary thatthe south-
easterly line of the Academy grounds be extended 8o as to include within the
grounds " certain blocks of land, which in their report it isestimated would
cost $461,000, ineluding the removal of buildings. grading, etc.

In view of this recommendation made by the board and the estimates

connection by the Department the committee have seon fit
to recommend that—

*The Becretary of the Navy is hereby authorized and directed to ascer-
tain and report to Congress at_its next session what additional grounids, if
any, are, in his judgment, needed for the usesof the United States Naval
Academy at Annapolis, Md., and to embody in such report asta teh

the estimated actual valne of any additional land required in the agare-
gate, the value, respectively, of the separate parcels intowhich such lands
may bedivided, and the prices in detail, at which all additional lands needed,
whether acquired as a whole or in separare tracts, can be obtained.”

Your committee, while izing the importance of rebuilding thisin-
stitution, bave felt constrained to recommend an appropria somewhat
smaller than the estimates, belisving that the t herein re ded
isall that can be tiadirimsly exgended during the coming fiscal year and
that the continnation of the work by degrees from year to year under a care-
ful scrutidnﬁ-] of exﬁeindiwra will result in the ultimate completion of these
na;;e buildings with muoch more economy appropriations are
made,

NAVAL OBSERVATORY.
riation recommended for grounds and roads at the Naval Ob-

The app
servat s the same this year as last, namely, $10,000. The only new provi-
gon ismt for a building suitable for & dwelling for the foreman and captain

of the watch, 82,500, w is nrgently needed.
| =
Naval Observatory. Tstinten Cuiod by Approped
Groundsand roads. .......oceaooiicacioaaa. 810, 000 §10,000 £10,000
New buildings 2,500 N S
e e e e S R R RN g LH T SRt e R R il
s TR ET S T Eh on i S o 80, 500 12,500 10, 000

BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY.

The duties of this Burean are implied in its title, and comprise all that
relates to laboratories, naval hospi and dispensaries. It designs various
buildings erected within the navy-, 80 [ar as their
1nternaﬁ-rnmgamant.s are concerned, and ol of the same after com-
pletion. It des:gns, builds. and maintsins all buildings erected for its own
pur outside of navy-yards, and generally, estimates for and controls all
e Folio Omngf'its Tabl 3:3“ appropriation for last year, the estimates
@ shows ® on for , the ma
d the appropriation recommended by this bill:

for the fiscal year 1901,
‘Estimates, |Carried Appropri-
Medicino and Surgery.  [Eotimates, Carelod by| Appropss
Medical Department....eecreveesmasvascanas §75,000 $05, 000 £15, 000
Nn.vs:l hospital fund. ... S 20,000 40,000 20, 000
Ces aref o | SRS SRR e g.llll , 000 :Il.llilg

Bepaite oo s
Naval hospital, New York

Naval hospital, Newport, R, I.
Naval hg;?iml. Mare 1s! -
H. Do, 3

Medical Department.

Cemetery, Chelse

Naval hospital,
DAY e s e i s B AR

The total increase for this Department amounts to 87,500, This is due to
the fact that the necessities of the Bureau are growing in consequence of the
increase in the number of men, also for the reason that supplies have to
oot e bk al hospitalsat Newpa

m eIments an: itioms to our nav: ospitals at Ne 1t, New Yor
ani e Island are also herein ree::lnmemled. A i = :;

new provision has been insert, roviding for an_increased number

1 assistant and mdstan?a‘um inthe Navy. The surgeons.
consist of 55. This will be an increase of 6 as now allowod by
law. The number of assistant and assistant surgeons shall be 110, who
shall have rank with the assistant surgeons in the Army. This will be an in-

creasa of 20; and it is provided that the assistant surgeons who have made a

creditable record during the war with Spain, now in the volunteer service,

maIy be given permanent commissions without limitation as to age.

n recommending this increase the Surgeon-General in his jetter to the
Becretary of the Navy states that the increased number asked for is im
tively necessary. *“In view of the addition to the enlisted fores of the
Navy and the establishment of hm?ita s and sick guarters in the Philippines,
Porto Rico. Guam, and Habana, it is simply impossible with the present force
to provide adequate medical attendance. Ships and stations are left without
assistant surgeons, and the Medical rtment of the Navy can not be con-
dm tn‘Phs efficient condition that it is the desire of the Department to
m n.

The committee recommend a provision in the nature of an amendment to
section 13 of the personnel act, Providing that nothing therein contained shall
operate to reduce the which but for the passage of such act would be
received by any com oned officer. There was such a provision in tha
mnnel act, but nunder the construction placad by the Comptroller of the

ury there are a few officers in the Medical Corps whose pay is very
materiaily cut down, as, for instance, that of Passed Assistart Surgeon Urie,
wrhgso pay is cut down $600 & year and is likely to continue so for some four
o Yo years.

BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS.

Generally s kinmhis is the financial Bureau of the Department. Its
duties comprise all t relates to requi for or preparing provisions,
elothing, small stores, and contingent stores of the Pay Department; the pur-

chase of all supplies for the naval establishment e:ceﬁ medicines and sur-
Elcul applinnces and instruments and lies for the ne Corps, and the
eeping of o proper system of accounts $ thesame. Like the other bureaus,
it esrlmates tor and controls its own administration.
_The following statement shows the estimates, the amount carried by this
Lill, and the amount appropriated for the current fiscal year:

Estimates, | Carried by | Appropri-
Supplies and Accounts. 1901, Bill. ated, 1000,
, 000, 000, , 500, 000,00 | &3, 000, 000, 00
150, 000, 00 150, 000, 00 150, 000. 00
0,432, B1,232. 08 70,432, 03
20, 8000010 sl e
G o T e 3,231,232.08 | 2,781,2%2.03 | B,220,432.08

From the above table it will be seen that the amount carried by this bill is
decreased §4890.250 from that of the current year. The appropriations car-
ried by the Iast act were somewhat larger than necessary, and it is likely that
a large ce will left over. Consequently the committee thought it
advisable to reduce the appropriation to what i1s believed to be the actual
needs and necessities of the Burean.

BUREAU OF CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR.

«The duties of this Bureau comprise all that relate to the designing, build-
ing, fitting, and repairing the hulls of ships, their turrets, smm. capstans,
ndlasses, steerin, 53:1:' and ventilating apparatus, and, conjunction
with the Burean nance, d ing the construction of ammunition
hoists, their shafts, machinery, an aggurt.emm; placin,
armor; placing and securing on board ship the armament an
as man mﬂ{ad

nfactored and su
the care and preservation of sh in reserve, the docking of ships. the de-
signing of sl mmgemen*. of the various buildings and
ahnps under its control, and estimates for and controls its own sdministra-

on.
The following table shows the estimates for 1001, the amount carried by

this bill, and the amounts appropriated for 1900;

and securing
its accessories

Ooistraciicn sud Repalr. B Bl | aed, 1500,
Cumtrgition and repair of vessels. .. |36, 000,000.00 [36,000,000.00 | §3,000, 000,00
ters:

25, 000, 00 25, 000,00 23, 000. 00

25, 000. 10 25, 000, 00 25, 000, 00

25, 000. 00 25, 000. 00 25, 000, 0D

25, 000, 00 25,000, 00 25, 000, 00

25, 000. 00 25, 000. 00 5, 000, 00

5, (0. 00 5, 000, 00 25, D). 00

25, 000. 00 25, 000 00 25, (00, 00

5, 000, 00 5, 000. 00 25, 000. 00

25, 000, 00 o 20,000.00 |, coasassminsn

25, 000. 00 25, 000, 00 25, 000. 00

Civil establishmen$ ... ..o 24, 25,824.25 23,407, 00
Construction plant, ey West. ... foeee oo o loraiaciaannaes =5, 000, 00
H. Doc. 398, construction and repalr.| 500,000.00 |..coeaiemesomelonamrmcrnnaana
Total. ccvercniirsmcisamnnsaen-aas| B,705,824.25 | 6,235, 824.25 | 3,273,407.00

From the above table it will bo seen that there is nlarge increase in the
ropriation propesed for this Bureau, or, in other words, $2.002.407.25 over

t of the current year. This increase is practically in one item, that of
construction and repair of vessals, As we are increas Fthu number of our
vessels we must necessarily provide for the r preservation and repair. We

bave also to consider in this connection that our vessels have just come out

of a war in need of a larger measure of repair than would be necessary in
time of peace. .
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DUREAVU OF STEAM EXGINEERIXG.

The duties of this Burean comprise all that relates to du:lznlnz building,
ﬂtun:: oiit, and repairing the ﬁtgam used for of
ships. and bmm{“ﬂly 7 B 3 tho is the motive
power on ship. o the other bnreans, it designs srmm;:
mant of its mnnnsshops at the navy yard and estimates for and controls

'nw tolluwinﬁlama shows the estimates for the fiscal year 1001, the amount

1,and the amounts appropriated for the current fiseal year:
3 Appro-
y ¢ Estimates
Steam Engineering. 1001, mﬁ
Completion, repairing, ete. .. ... , 555,000 | 41,585,000
R ba?:?sj ng"mm,m ﬂm,uuu slﬂw,uﬂu
Inctrle_umi uxpenses e el 15, 0D 15, 000
(o R R A S A TR i G 1,000 1,000
eTy plant
Portsmouth 25, 000 25, 000
Boston ... 50, 000 50, 000 |
Mare Island. 50,000 B0, 000
Algicrs. ... 25, 000 25, 000
Horolula . 25, 000 25, 00
Ju 25, 000 25,00
Civil establisimen 13, 200 13,200
Mnachinery p
i et S SO e o I ot R
Puget Sonnd ..
League Islaud ..
Mot Wl = oo e e e
L v S S A T A T A

The above hﬁ&:ii%dicam an increase in t.he &)

pr!ntinn ovcr that of ttm
current year of The same reasons

the increase under tlm Burean of Oomtructlo‘l and mﬁg tot Bn-
Teau as we&‘l. A rn tions are also %nﬁ!“ Mmr mm ﬁ l

Portsmouth, Mass. respective. y.
$50,000 for mach:[n nt at Mare Island, Cal ; s%.llll or machinery plant
atthe naval mﬁm ers. La., and §25.000 each formchina-y plants ns the

naval stations at Hano nln and San Jlum, in order to fully equip them for the
needs of the service,

-

NAVAL ACADEMY (CIVIL ESTABLISHMENT).

Thas following table shows the estimates for 1901, the amount carried by the
bill, and the mnount appropriated for the fiscal year 1900:

estimates for 1901, the amounts carried by

The following table shows the
this bill, and the amounts appropriated

for the enrrent fiscal year:

Marine Corps.

Provisi clothing, o

Additioas to barrac Raw York.
Additions to barracks, Portsmouth..
Bunilding for band, Washington ......
New barra League Island ...
Nuval prison, Island ..
Officers’ quarters, Sitka, Alas

Rer.t. h‘nﬂﬁmg. Philadelphin

Re D: ?alirtgi{h Annapolis. Md.
r of ba nna T

ﬂfm ‘qumrs.Annupulh Md .-l

Grading, ete., Annapolis, Md.ﬁa .....

Officers’ quarters, Annapolis,
et

Estimates, | Carried by | Appropri-
1L hbill. a&ﬁ.m
1.m,mzs|sl.m.mss £1,507,870.25
871,071.50 | 371,071.50 360, 071. 50
200, 199. 54 200, 1990. 54 200, 196, 54
80,000, 00 30, 000, 00 25, 000, 00
46, 207. (0 46, 207, 00 446,267.00
35, 000, 9 55, (00, () 25, o, 00
20, 00000 20, 000. 00 - 13, 00, 00
............................ 20,400, 00
15, 000, 00 15, 000,00 |-, _. .

5, 00,00 5,000 00
4, 500, 0 4,500, 00
100, 000, 00 100, 000, 00
15,000,606 | 15, 000. (00
3, 500. 00 1,000, 00
3, 300 00 3,300, 00
&, 600, 60 6, D00, 00
14, 748.00 14, T45. 00

2,7T12,870.27 | 2,544 27027

The above table showsan

consists of 1 brigadier-general
(w%a!). 1 luuistmt ldj'atwm. and i

ne'i).
ymmr {colonel), 1assis
emimpﬁ:neh. 10 majors, 37 7 captains
“1;5'5?' “fm ber
as the num
An increase of 87, m been made
current year for the renting, leaaln

in view of the necessities in our fo%stgn mtﬁom. where a

quartermasters (ma;m %

increase over that of the current year of sm,m
Th.is is du&t&aﬂle fact that under the personmel In Marine

.r;mﬁ;' s

risedtnthem on the 3lst id.’
rp:hu & ADUATY,

n over that of the
anderecthmo barracks
Inrge number of

marines are now doing efileient serviece. ropriatiens are further recom-
mended for additions barmksathaw?ur Pumauth and Washington,
Neral Aoad Estimates, Carried by| Apnro-ﬂrﬁ- and the erechmuf new ha.rmcks at League Ialand, and an inerease in tha
& L 0 1901, Hill. ated, 1 slze of the prison & and, and for officers’ quarters at Sit.kn. A.haka.
:!é.tm:.ti&n aﬁ&iuou toit e:mond balance of an appropriation made in
i\ayotpro{enamand others ............... £57,659.00 | $50,901.00 | £55,450.00 A% 50call, $b
gy g{ wat. e ics, and others. ﬁ,ﬁgg %gg %Q% INCHEASH OF THE NAVY.

R T e 000, ey This is the last general heading of the naval appropriation bill and
Pay "[trsm'd"]' 5?'%% g‘g-gg 2?'3},"% which appeals more strongly to th.e intarest and senlgjmant of the plean:
Foating and Hphting - 20/00000 | 20u00.00 | 20700000 | Will be obeerved by an examination of the following tablo tltmt.rttt;;m

== " an' " BO0. . m as recommen an TO on to the amo esti-

n t L 600,00 | 43,800.00 | 48,800.00 tos asked for by the D ol ; iy

T S e i B15.458 | 199, 685.45 | 185,158.45

Estimates, | Carried Appropri-
regular tion for the civil establishment of the Acad- o b7 S
This is the i3 n for @

. and the inere mmt the current year will ke seen to amount =
gns}; S%. Thinis dre to the uddi&m of a pm!es{ortnt!pmish at §2,200. and | Construction and machipery......... "B-[m $12,740,600 | §5, 902, 403
increase in the salary of the assistant librarian of §400: an increase in the Armorand armament. ... ..ooevenens 4,000,000 | 4,000,000 | 4,000,000
of 21 first- l..lm musicians from s3i each to§i2) each, and that of 7 second-class | EQuipment ... 21T 250,000 20,000 400,000
M tara RO S0 Fo L el Total 16,990,690 | 18,990,600 | 10,302,402

NAVAL CADETS.

The same provision providing for the restmtlnn of tha title of mﬁahjp—
man and the o hment of the two > course at contained in the
personnel bLill of lnst year, is herein inserted in tim bil]. This provision
giumed the House, but iailed to become a law. It restores the time-henored

tle of mid,-hipmn.n which was abolished by nct of March 5, 1882, Midship-
man was 2 term used to designate the young men who were being trained for
naval officers, and is deemed more appropriate than the present appellation.

The discontinnance of the two years' course at sea is some g that has
been felt by naval officers for many vears to be desirable. It gives cha cadects
their commissions at the end of four years, the same as at West Point, in-
stend of at the end of six years, as now allowed by law, but the abalition of
the two years' séa conrse becomes all the mors necessary at this time by rea-
son of the fact that we have to dnE n searcity of officers. In 1872 we added
on this two years’ seqa conrse for the reason that owing to the decadence of
our Navy we did not need officers: but now things huo changed. InSenate
Document No. 168 in this gma-\ the Secre of the Navy shows in a
tabulated statement prepared the Bureau of Navigation that we need an
tno'rea. 697 officers in nd&it%nu to thoss we have ve list

ive a full complement to all ships now in commission and those which
con d be placed in commission within thirty days in ca<e of urgent necessity.
This provision will give n most substantial increase, and in the report of the
Chief of the Bureau of Navigation is monfcl y recommended in these words:

**Onoof the most important features of the bill (personnel bill) was stricken
ont, however, before it became u law, and by the omission of this feature—
the change from the six-year to the {our-year course at the Naval Academy—
the number of com: oned r flicers intended to be provided was so largely
reduced that it becomes necessary to ask that some rellef be immediatel
furnished. The Burean recor 1s that this seri omission uemmﬁ
and that the largely increased demands for officers for important service be
met by increasing the nnmbar of officers in each graje by D per cent and by
providing for the four years' course at the Naval Academy.

The Marine Corps is the military branch of the naval serviee and has made
& commendable record,

#*This was originally §18,733.101, but was eorrected by the Department.

‘We already have under construetion, ns shown by the Department’s report
dmmgm.ﬂmhmfcﬂn:g: by i 3

Fessels authorized and under eonstruction— United States Novy.

Name. Speed. Builder, ete.
Battle ships (8).
2% x'i?k' Newport N
aws,
17 Do,
T Dao.
17 &
Xr Union Iron Works,
18 Cramp &
18 Newpnr: News,
18 | Union Iron Works.
19 Desi in tlon.
19 ]ﬁ:ﬂ i e
19
| Sheathed w(;}m‘ed cruisers
West Vi i in On.
— bg:l?h [)eeﬁ;s preparati
Calify 1 Do.
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Vessels authorized and under construction—United States Nuvy—Continued,

the best protection and the best armor for these battle ships to be

Name. Speed. Builder, ete.
Sheathed protected cruisers
Alban % g Iy oA e
e e e TR rmstron, 1, .
Denver ...... 17 * | Neafio & Ifavy. ¢
Des Moines .. 17 Fore River Engine Co.
Chattanooga. 17 Lewis Nixon.
Galveston -.. 17 Wm. R. Trigg Co.
..| TRCOMAB . ...ie 2] ST Union Iron Works.
|l Claveland. .. cooeoeecncenn-- 17 Bath Iron Works.
Monitors (4).
I T e 12 Newport News,
Connecticut . 12 Bath Iron Works.
Florida ... 12 Lewis Nixon,
.| Wyoming.... 12 Union Iron Works.
Gunboat.

For Great Lakes. Author-
ized by actufh!:g-.l.lsﬂs.
Action suspended.

Training vessel for Naval

Academy.

Chesapeake..... ...........

-
-
St

Navy-yard, Boston.

Torpedo-boat destroyers (16).

Neafle & Levy.
Do.

Da.
Wm. R. Trigg Co.
0.
Harlan & Hollingsworth.
0,
Por%o River Engine Co.
Union Iron Works.
Do.

Do.
Gas Engine and Power Co.
Maryland Steel Co.

Do.

LRBERBRIRBVEBRER

Bath Iron Works.
Harlan & Hollingsworth.
Wolff & Zwicker.
Gas Engine and Power Co.
Bath Iron Works.

Do.

Do.
GaobLa.wley & Bons.

0.

Lewis Nizon.

Do
Wn. R. Trigg Co.

Do.

Do.
Columbian Iron Works.
5 | Gas Engine and Power Co.

BERREREBEERBEREBER

Columbian Iron Works.

*Sailing vessel.

The above accounts for the large increase in the apgroprintion of §6,748,297
over that of the last appropriation act under the head of ** Construction and
machinery,” which is used toward the completion of vessels now in process of
construc work must go on year by year until the vessels are in
commission. Sincethat time the Kearsarge has been put in commission. She
is regarded as having the most powerful ordnance of any battle ship in the
Navy at the present time. The distinctive feature of her armament is that
of four 13-inch guns, with four B-inch guns in superposed turrets. She is
probably the most powerful fighting ship afloat, and is the acme of modern
naval architecture and mechanism.

ARMOR AND ARMAMENT.

Under the act of May 4, 1898, the battle ships Maine, Ohio, and Missouri
were authorized, and the pmviﬁion was inserted in that act 'p'rovidl.ng that
£40U per ton should be the maximum priée to be paid for armor. Harve_{ized

hased for the battle ships at that price, but it was

the o Department that the best armor was none too good. The
act 8, 1890, provided that no armor for the ships above mentioned,
as well as for those authorized by that act, shonld be purchased unless ata

rice not exceeding §00 per ton. This is the sitnation to-day. As regards
{’hm ships. it is important that the Secretary of the Navy should have au-
thority to contract for their armor at once, o wise their construction will
be delayed at a great loss to the Government. |
The gattle ships above mentioned—the Maine, Ohio, and Missouri, now in
process of construction—require 7.450.42 tons of armor, or 2.453.14 for each
wvessel. It is believed by the committee that these battle ships of nearly
13,000 tons displacement, the Inrﬁest in design which have ever been planned
by the Nar;Bepnrtment,shmﬂ have the bost obtainable armor, and accord-
ingly your committee recommend that the Secretary of the Navy be author-
ized to contract for such armor at a cost not to exceed $45 per ton. The
best obtainable armor at the present time is, uonord{n%ﬂto_ all naval anthori-
ties. the so-called Krupp armor, which iz, at least. and hias been so proven by
ballistic tests, of 25 per cent greater efficiency than thatof the h&rva{(izﬂd
armor. Every nation in the world is using the Krutpp armor to-day. Your
committee believe that it is little short of oyalty to recommend any other

than
placed between the bodies of our officers and men and the bullets of the
enemy.

Um’iar the last naval appropriation act Congress authorized the construe-
tion of the three battle ps'g[ Georgia, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey, an
three armed cruisers, West Virginia, Nebraska, and California, but inserted
a provision t as follows:

**That no contracts for the armor for any vessels anthorized by this act
shall be made at an av rate ex per ton of 2,240 pounds, in-
cluding royalties, and in no case shall a con be made for the constroction
of the hull of any vessel authorized by this act until a contract has been made
for the armor of such vessel.”

Your committee recommend that this restriction be removed and that con-
tracts be anthorized so that the construction of the hulls of these vessels may
go on without further delay.

NAVAL PROGRAMME.

For the purpose of increasing the naval establishment of the United States
the committee recommend that the President be authorized to have built
by contract two seagoing coast-line battle ships, carrying the heaviest armor
and most powerful ordnance for vessels of their class upon a trial displace-
ment of about 13,500 tons, and to have the highest practicable speed and great
radius of action, and to cost, exclusive of armor and armament, not excesd-
ing $3,600,000 each; three armored cruisers of about 13,000 tons trial displace-
ment, carrying the heaviest armor and most powerful ordnance for vessels
of their class, and to have the highest practicable speed and great radius of
action, and to cost, exclusive of armor and armament, not exceeding £4,250,000
each, and thres protected cruisers of about 8,000 tons trial displacement, car-
rying the most powerful ordnance for vessels of their class, and to have the
highest speed compatible with good cruising qualities and great radius of
action, and to cost, exclusive of armament, not exceeding £2.500.000 each.

The maximom cost of the ships herein anthorized, exclusive of armor and
armament, will be $28,350,000, is is the largest naval pr mme ever sub-
mitted by the Committee on Naval Affairs of the House and is in accord with
the wishes and recommendations of the Secretary of the Navy and Admiral
Dewey and will, we believe, meet the just demands of public sentiment.
The ?ast year in naval construction has been marked by the most liberal
naval ijgrnmmes on the partofall foreign nations. At the presenttimethere
is pending in the Reichstag of Germany a naval bill which, if , will in-
crease the tonnage of the present German navy 422,000 tons, a r tonnage
than that of her present navy.

In the apt words of our ab.e Becretary of the Navy— .

“ Not only is the importance of sea power i in our own country,
but it is recognized abroad. If you are simplyg tokeep pace with other
nations %c‘lu will reaogniza the importance of an immense naval increase.
# # # The public mind expects that you will do sometking toward giving
us & navy commensurate with the present and increasing needs of the

country.”
OUR PRESENT NAVY.

Our Navy at the present time, including all ships authorized as well as
those under construction, will be seen by the following table:

Summary showing the number of vessels in the United States Navy.
REGULAR NAVY,

First-class battle ships ...

Steel single-turret monitors
Double-turreted monitors. ..
Iron single-turret monitors .
Protected crulsers...._...

Unprotected cruisers.

Wooden tor
Iron eruisin, e
Wooden erulsing vessels ..
Sailing vessels, wooden ...

Tuogs P ———
Wooden steam vessels unfit for sea service ..

cRhoamnERBuncuErBoorma=b

‘Wooden sailing vessels unfit for sea BervVICO ccvvoaciiceecisacerne v mnnenn
Total number of vessels in Regular Navy . ...ccceaveaeancmeeianannan E
Of these we have recovered and added to the Navy the following
which were sunk during the war with Spain: Y 5 xemwi,
Name. Type. Name. Type.
Reina Mercedes ..._....... Cruiser, || Islade Cuba......coaeen... Gunboat.
Don Juan de Austria. ..... Gunboat. || Isla de Luzon..-.........- Do,

AUXILIARY NAVY,
Merchant vessels converted into auxiliary eruisers
Converted yachts
OOOVErtad TURE . rn e e rroenion e tr oy
Steamers converted into colliers........
Bpecial clasa

Total number of vessels in Auxilinry Navy -.c........

Grandtotal.......... remasssnsanas

The names, t; size, speed, batteries, and armor of the vessels will be
more clearly nnderstood by an examination of the table hercinafter annexed:
Onr Navy today ranks fourth among the navies of the world—England
first, France second, Russia third, United States fourth, and Germany fifth,
We are ahead of Germany to-day only by 2,720 tons—a cruiser about the size

of the Atlanta.

In view of the fact that seventeen years ago, when we started in to build
up a4 new navy. our rank was that of twentieth, and that to-day we stand
fourth, no one will dispute but that in the intervening years we have made

magnificent progress.

=B e el A U




1900.- , 'CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD—HOUSE. 4937

THE COST OF OUR NEWSNAVY.

The cost of onr Navy, as shown by table hereinafter annexed, from the
time we aunthorized its first vessels—the dflanta. Boston, Chieago, and Dol-

to be long mgo?ﬁ these two conntries, because there is included in the
g1}

rﬂhin—on March 3, 1883, including vessels authorized and under tion
as follows:

Actual cost of finished vessels _____. ... .. .. i.iiiicoei..o.--- $08,520,511.85
Estimated final cost of vessels now in course of construction .. 62, 50. 610,23

Total ..-. e e Frrm—— .1 (19 P-4

And the Secretary of the Navy in his report says:

“The total for finished vessels of 98,53 511.85 and the estimated total for
unfinished vessels of §i2,670,010.23 make not a Jarge amount Dumimmt!vely
in view of the result, whicl is a new mw?r of efficient and powerful vessels
prepared for the emergencios of national defense. It is hardly more than
the suin paid in a single year for pensions to the soldiers and sailors who
served a generation ago in the late civil war."

OUR KAVAL POLICY.

It will be seen from an investigation of the following table, showing the
amounts carvied by the annual naval appropriation acts from 1883 down fo
the present time, that our policy has been to gradually build up the Navy
year by year. Each naval appropriation act has usually been marked by a
considerable increase in the amount of appropriations over that of tha pre-
ceding year. and also in the number of new ships. During the last few years
the increased number of ships has been larger, owing to the i Erow-
ing importance of sea power the world over.

Amounts carried by the naval appropriation bills since 1583,

A i

e e o 4,518, 970, 80
1884 .. 04, 434, 23
1885 14,980,472, 50
1886 15, 070, 837, 95
1887 163, 488, 907. 20
1858 25,747, 348,19
184 19, 942, 835, 85
1800 21,602,510, 27
L e A S e e e L S S e 24,136, (85, 53
I e ey e ThL I s 32,541,054, 78
L A e e e S e e S 23, 543, 285. 00
e e e SO e 22,104,061, 38
1 R e A e A S S R R A 25,827, 120, T2
1808 __ 20,418, 245,31
1807 30, 562, 660. 95
1508 . . &3, 008,234, 19
IR L el L - DB, 008, TRS. 68
I e e e e e e S S e e e ey e Sl g A L irams e e S ueie’ Oy O, WOU: B8

It may be said that the country has been fortunate in having men at the

head of the naval administration who have given direction and made wise
recommendations in building up the new nmfly. The first authorization for
new ships was during the stration of Becretary Chandler. Under
Whitney the first battle ships. the Maine and Teras, called second-class
battle ships, also some of the large cruisers and monitors, were authorized.
Under Tmcx‘ we commenced to build first-class battle ships, the Indiana,
Massachusetis, Iowa, and Oregon, as well as craisers.

Under Herbert there was authorized a nomber of torpedo boats and gun-
boats. as well as the construction of more battle ships. Under Long wehave
authorized and are buil battle ships, eruisers, monitors, gunboats, tor-
pedo boats, and torpedo-boat destroyers, as well as building dry docks and
makingimprovementsin the mvg;yanls necessary to the pro; maintenance
of our naval establishment. We havea navy to-day which includes a consider-
able number of vessels of every class, and ship for ship it will equal that of
any navy in the worl

venteen years ago we had practically no facilities for building ships,
and what we had were discredited. We were obliged to buy onr armament
and armor, and even in one case our plans, from foreign countries. To da
we are not only building ships in American shspf&rd& of American material,
by American labor, on erical plans for ourselves, but also tor some of the
leading nations of the world. Such has been the advance which has been
made in naval progress in our own eount‘r%ﬂ
"he gquestion may be asked, What shall be our future naval policy?
Let us build as we have been building—gradually, on broad lines and u
the most advanced ideas of naval construction: not so fast that we will be
ahead of the advance of naval p but slow enough to secure all the
benefits of new improvements and new fnventions; or, better still, to do as
the American Navy has always done, when given an opportunity, to lead the
march of the best naval construction, which it demonstrated itsability todo
on at least one memorable occasion in American history—when the little
* cheese box of Ericsson’ in that great contest with the Merrimac blazed
the pathway for the mighty battle ship of to-day.

THE PRINCIPAL NAVIES.

The following data are taken from a British parliamentary paper entitled
“Return, showing the flests of Great Britain, France, R Germany,
Italy. United States of America. and Japan, distin ing: Battle shi
{a.ud building: cruisers, built and lding: coast-defense vessels, hﬁz‘
and building; to o torpedo-boat destroyers, and to. o houg:i
built and hni'ldlug." which, as therein stated, is compiled from the * offi
list of each navy.,” and has been supplemented by some fuller and later data
on hang in the Office of Naval Intelligence (United States). It is therefore
correc

1t must be clearly borne in mind that there are in every navy certain
classes of vessels which appear in the official navy list, but which ean not be
cot'cralildered as forming part of that navy’s fighting force.

ese are:

=

(re) Obsolete ships;
{b) Receiving ships;
¢) Bailing and training ships, brigs, ete.;
)} Tugs and miscellaneous.

11 theee classes are omitted from the tonnage ;Elan below.

Neitherare thereincluded in these data any auxiliary vessels, suchas yachts
or merchant vessels, for it wonld mean practically the addition of the mer-
chant marine of the several countries, all of which is available.

The table and diagram give tonnage, then, only of vessels actually con-

structed for war purposes,
Fig. 1. Tablel

This second table (construction since 1800) was felt necessary for two rea-

so::}!; It ellim!n&t-agmtjl ohaolete vessels and makes a comparison of modern
tonstruction pofznle;
(2) It also gwesthe;:i eo:lst-r;uctl‘g::l of the se;alars.l cougnrt;igg 1.f;-cm.x a date which
marks the intense revival of naval consiruction eve: %
1 position occupied by the United States is fonrth,
W e e lae fitth But this close relative position isnot likely

tonn of the States 73,000 tons of old monitors, which should be re-

moved as nseless,
Also, Germany has incalenlable advan of a definite building pro-
which is given on page 28. From this it is scen that Germany will

certainly construct as new tonnage the following:

13 battle shipsof 11,000 tons. .- ..ccvueen.s
9 battle ships of 11.000 tons to replace ol

Tons.

8 battle ships of 11,000 tons to replace old. X

9 large ¢ rs of 5.500 tons, new tonnage. . .- 40,500

16 small eruisers of 2,000 tons, new tonnage . .oooeeo.. il D00 -

80 torpedo-boat destroyers of 350 tons, new tONDAZE . <o ovoeecueeeennen-n 10, 500
K e e S R A B R R S YA e S S haa A Ve Wl 422,000

This construction is only such as is to be provided for by the naval pro-
gramme of this year. Should any excitoment or threat of war arise, the
additions to this programme can not be estimated. And the advantage in
time and efficiency of ship construction that will result from such a pro-
gramme must always be kept in mind. Every ship built improves the facili-
ties for the construction of the next one.

The average tonnage is obtained by dividing the total tonnage by the
number of vessels. In the case of Engiand and the United States the large
avernge is due to the relatively small number of torpedo vessels.

The position of Italy is sixth, with Japan a pressing rival; for, on carefull;
examining the table of eonstruction since 1880, we find that Japan is mu
ahead of Italy, and the construction in the last ten years is practically the
available foree in case of emergency. Thisisa illnstration of the fact
that **tonn " is.by no means a definite measure of strength, as out of
148.588 tons of Italian B. 8., 108,180 tous were constructed between 1563 and
1858, the older vessels are obsolete, and the later so nearly so that they are
being tinkered with and remodeled, st enormons expense and with en Ll]g
unsatisfactory results. The compact, homogeneous Japanese fleet of bat
shups ?on]d oubtless be superior.

Fic. IL

This figure gives the construction for each year from 1890 to 1900, inclusive.
It is almost impossible to obtain the data for ships *laid down' each year,
for in so mm.‘ﬁ cases, especially France and IHa:y, the delay in actually lay-
ing the keel after the order has been given frequently amounts to several

ears. Thedata concerning' vessels launched ™ are more definite, and Table
has been constructed amordmgly from the data on vessels launche.
In the case of the year 1600 the data mean vessels:building and not yet
lannched, a portion of which will be launched in 19X and others laid down.
For purposes of comparison the adopted is believed to be the better.

Table I gives in tabular form the tonnage of vessels of each class: (a) built,
(b) building, and (¢) built since 18M). This table is but Fig. LI amplified.

The Germany navy in 1916 will be about asgiven onﬁn.gaﬂf. All these ves-
gels are to be veasels available for “activeservice.” Now, rule 2 of the Ger-
man shipbuilding law of 1898 provides for substitute vessels as follows:

Battle ships and armored efense vessels must be replaced after
twenty-ﬂv‘?‘gears.

Large cruisers after twenty years.

Small cruisers after fifteen years.

These periods run from the year in which the first installment of the dis-
placed vessel is paid to the time of the first payment of the substitute vessel.

Germany has four vessels of the Sacksen class, built in 1877 and 1878 and re-
modeled in 1804-95; the Oldenburg, a very old vessel; six of the Siegfried oll{s&

the

1::0-1802; two of the Odin class; the Kaiser and Deutschland of 1875; al
which are to be mf‘.acﬁd by first-class battle ships, and the four vessels of
Warth class of 1891-92, which also will have to replaced

class there are & number of vessels built between 1882 and 1847 which will
similarly be replaced. Hence, to wmglate the programme of 1916 more ves-
sels will be constructed than appears by a mere examination of the table.

United| Ger-

England. France. Russia. States.| many. Ttaly. | Japan.
5R4, 855 (205 834 |117,240 | 48,519 (112,230 (148, 588 | 31,970
131,600 | 44,080 | 68,218 | 17,416 | 24,713 | 17,208 | 21,850
484 165 (125, 888 | 11,007 | 61,850 | 53,380 | 42,112 | 51,602
48,510 | 44,063 | B, 400 | 14,807 | 43,500 | 2 27 23,776
50,080 | 43,328 | 44,200 | 51,884 | 12,001 | None. | 10,280
15,6680 | 5,994 | 5,160 20 | 4,026 | 11,5 4,120
27,700 | 8,808 | 14,391 | None, 1,842 | 11,672 850
23,375 590 240 2i3 300 | None, 2, 8500
7,050 | 15,222 | 11,456 | 1691 | 12,003 | B,2IR 2,100
None. 436 | None. |None. | None. | None. | None.

1,308, 745 684,533 281,280 |193, 967 y 113 |241,614 | 148,957

102,820 | 44,516 450

0,842 | 21,882 gg’&ﬂ

19,180 | 5,082 5, 500

None. | None. | None.

None. | None. | None.

None. | None. 6, 740

None. | None. | None.

4,550 | 8,678 1,200

None, | 1, 3, (54

Naone. | None. | None.

461,175 (181,186 ]22?.248 219,558 145,002 | 79,513 | 115,478
765, 519 Ems.m 113,525 |410, 805 |313, 127 | 264,435
178,083 [205, 822 (184,144 (177,169 | 71,223 | 85,200
186,814 | 43,197 | 53,415 | 19,342 | 39,085 | 60,484
07,190 | 48,344 |°30,794 | 61,440 | 10,285 | 40,408
None. |None. | 9,687 | 9,8 | None. 1,800
534 | 18, 19,170 | None. |None. | None.
5,994 | 8,605 |Nome. | 2, None. | None.
21,319 | 15,070 | 11,926 | 10,882 | 15,780 8, 504
457,940 ‘3&‘.334 338, 145 iﬂ%ﬂ,’i‘lS 145, 832 | 196,306

B.8.=—=Battle ships, i. e., vessels usually of large tonnage (the present gm
giving between 10,500 and 15,000 tons), with maximuom offense and defense;
protection to hull by vertical side armor; protective deck; coal bunkers
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and_ cellulose; guns protected by barbettes, turrets, casemates, and FOREIGE NAVAL PROGRAMMES,
ﬂm&l !.
iy R e e °§otm £ battmﬂf oeplthlt CaTatat ,.,w,:,:‘mcm“ caral foidl miso Tor
ull an e > u ex
m‘%cﬂmof metal in alwﬂq:jﬂiﬂ much w m; the “’Sh* m&% of a honmﬁxmmm tieet. Y*i:rhu:m - ']'" the nation hafw
HRV earrying. BUUS g1Ves opport “n”‘! accepted the rinci le that her naval stre hums: beequal in Lers an
A i e d b | St Dot Bl Sl Wil e e
H ¥ tgzlmll bygm vo dock, eoal b nl-mes. A AT g m?ﬁh estimates, whieh include the naval programmo, are on this
oside armor. No turre or tes; guns pro- ] the remntﬂm‘lymitwas posed tolay down—
mwd_lptfun shields. ['wo battle Emm (design not decided ) prn xS
Unpt}- C:-ﬂ11 = npbr:tec ted misi-n iIl.I abavmla whho:t any of the protec- Two armored cruisers, 9,800 tons each.
- ,mes noticed that no conn as .con- small crufsers (design ik
C.D.= oum'?s:r Tﬂ% B eIt Tyt the Garasts ;iy fB. 8. Thm%‘,‘,?‘ du,mmm e
‘ense, i, e., v with man; ristics of
in ha tﬁiok armor for hull and hsmry-y protection: m{; asmall o b k. FRANCE.
: ns. ma.lly

d: m]ﬁles;_which means small steaming

t mvneae!shnvoln and are not good seagoing vessels,
Especial attention is invited to the fact

United States and Bussia, has eon,

This point is regarded as wnrmnportaut

of the mveral  PUWETE.

n‘hmsd. lt. of the mon-
imrrﬂmnnmgnf‘mnaein the turor wnhwhloh construction of sub-
mﬂ H.I!.
Annd otthepoﬂoyut real maritime pations—England and Ger-
u:ﬂ.badnﬁmmeig:l ways to be olfense. Botladmmmn-
seagoting MWM&N
abandoned £ mmmuw@'ﬁ?

Torp. Veaﬁ_Tm-pe&u vessals, a class, 700 to 1,000 tons, which
shown to have neither the merits of gunboats nor of s t speed to
catch torpedo boats; and therefore construction of this class has ceased.

T. BtlD —o'&)rpedo-bmt ﬂmayars. vessels of 200 t.:n-:(illtom,m eumtru
Sepgoln, n g, Ve hlshspeﬁd argestaumm

g gqeuelsfron?m to 200 tons, no longer bein

that no country, exeept the
o vessel for mny yeara,

estimating the -strength
“as npphed to ships is nuir;u:st

dat

in the United States in

7. B.=To 0 boats, v huill:in
;‘l‘.r:ghn or Germany, which, as above stated, are only the de-
DYer.

The above explanation is considered necessary to an understanding of

naval strength.

MEMORANDUM OF INFORMATION FOR HON. GEORGE EDMUND FO88, ACTING
CHALRMAN OF NAVAL COMMITTEE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

The memorandum, for transmittal to Hon,
GEORGE EDMUKD Foas, acting chairman of the Naval Committee, Honse of
tives, is in mmgmnmtma by him to the Chief 1n-

i gl nsubiin e tive strength of the principal pav
enl eom @ es
mpplzmemnmd February 17, 1900 (0. N. I .um The earlier statement
was based upon tonnage; the present one is based npon the number of ships

of the various types in the principal na

D. S8IGEBEE,
Cuoptain, U. 8. Navy, Ci Ml’ oe Officer,
FEBRUARY 27, 1900, i -

Comparative strength of the principal navies.
[Btatement based on the nnmerical strength in ships.]

Unirds Conast de-

Battle | Armored |Protected | ¢PPTC" | fense and

ships. croisers. | eruisers ernisers special

T aernoe

T | [P

is-

No. pw No. N No m_

ment. 4 ment. ment.

, | = | Tone " . 8.
16 (528,170 | 15 | 88,510 | 16 140
40 (144,109 | 14 063 | 15 | 61,816
1| 55,408 | 8| 5,400 |23 , 450
21 | 66,850 | 6| 11,307 | 24 , 108
23 | 53,850 | 21 | 43,500 | 14 | 16,(28
1B 147,14 | 1| 2,270 | 2| 11,643
17| 67,102 | 24 | 23,776 | © 21 150

o Sub
boats. marines. total.

L T L T Y |
No. No place- No. plnce- No. Place- No. :
ment. ment. ment. ment. ment,
Tons, Tona, Tons. Tons. Tons.
N8 | 84,185 | 86 | 7,850 | 0 488 11,824, 020
12 3,612 207 (19,267 | 12 | 1,872 420 | 765,519

36| 7,210 {180 A6 | 0 0 306 | bS5
20| T.®0 (30| 3977 0 0122 | 413,5%
15| 4,850 {112 | 13,993 | O O B3| 410,805
11| 8,63 154 9,618| 0 0227 | 318,127

12| 8,500 (58| 5,168 © 0 132 .
! -—

din.gmm which follows shows tgmphlu‘.‘ly the number of vesselaof the
several classes for seven countries; armored ernisers. protected cruisers,

unprotected crui=ers, and to o vessels are mrouped into two general
classes, called erufaers and. ts, all above 2,000 tons being crulsers, and
from 2000 to 400 tons gunbonts.

A shipbuilding praq'mmmn drawn np in 1801, modified in 1886, covering a
period extending tol907, provided for the construction of 204ships. Owingto
recent events and the tll.sorg'nni.zed state of French finances, this prog‘mmme

has been practically abandoned after being sbout half carried ou
Franee is at smesent without a definite policy beyond ﬂniahing the ships
already in han The minister of marine proposes a building programme
which will supply the number of vessels necessary to make the French
a ki This comprises the laying down,

Dav eous foree. Programme
begﬂming f v, of the following vessels:

ix battle ships of 14.565 tons each.
%i\ e atrymotzﬁ' cruisers of 12,000 tous each.
wenty-e torpedo destroyers,
hundred and twelve torpedo boats.
Tweni‘. -gix snbmarine boats.
r unita will cnm: 476,000,000 francs, and are to be completed by 1007.

mﬁn francs is to be a.dded to complete the ships now
hnﬂ which wﬂi be finished by 1903, so that, up to 1W7, France proposes
francs in the construction of her fleet.

GERMANY,

In 1898 aship knmautho"semhw“&:‘-‘oﬂdad
'or a definite yearly increase of the German navy ap to 10i. The peror,
ila-otlml ta hhesub.‘iect of a further increase, and o new p
which ml!y bles the fleet, 18 now betmthnaelchntagw 1wl

the following table shows the present

E:S as pro;]ec%ed in 1916:

1916,

85 e u.n

ITALY.

Pnfammeoﬂmm The purpose of the Government is to expedite the
s‘hips bhand in sucha way that they ms{alin completed within fonr years,
with two new battle ships to be laid down. Under existing condi-
tioman-pm-iod of six mrswﬂl be required to complete the seven ships now
to t the ditsin the ntiinancial state of the conn-

advance maoney to the navy, !.o bowpu.kth

s
¢ that the treasury shall

ments out of the money voted PUrpoLes u; ey 1085,
In this way e Teatinn fleat would posscss 1 Juty 1008, 21 battie abips fitily
comp
TAPAN,
vl e of 1895 of new construetion is to be com et&d'by.&prl.l
1, 19, By 1 tbmaretobeﬂa&&wlnmdinm mfmmm,m
}‘“"n T;rahips. These ed as fallows:
onr
Fonrﬂnpchsaarmanil cT

ccrulsers.
Three second-class nrmored cruisers,

Two thlrd—dass armored cruisers.

Pifteen do cruisers.

Eighty-nine torpedo boats.
5 All these vessels are at present either completed or in process of construc-

O
RUSSIA.

Aceording to the Russian me the expenditure for new construction
for the seven years m-mm at 157,000,000 ronbles (about §81,000,000).

TNITED S8TATES.

making uppmprlutmm for increase of the Navy for
the fiscal year en June ), 1%\, provided for the eonstruction of three sea-
going coast-line butt e ships, sheathed and coppernd; threenrmored cru
eheathed and coppered, n.nd six protocted eruisers, sheathed sud coppered.
E‘.rpcmhlurc on new coustrucfion for five years.
[In millipn dollars.]

The act of

|

|
Nation. ilaa,—w ||1896 97, Ilénr'—os umm' 1000, \Tomi Remarks.

England ol ool sl ms!| see| w0l 6]
France.. .| T0.9| 14| 2zl 1wk| 20| o)

(18T 9.3 .5 0.8 17.3 ob4 | Includes ro-
Unimdsmm 81| 12| 64| 136 ‘60| 43 T

ap| “£7| eo| ‘et 06| S0

4] 48| 85| 42| 43| 205

TL5| si7{ 8.6 66.3| 1ono [ ...... [

Thw tabular mw:naul:: gives vessels built and actually under truction;

the diagram presents same information graphically,

FEBRUARY 17, 1000,

S
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No2 New CONSTRUCTIONS

In Tons Displacement, 1820-1900
L Including Torp. Ves. and 77B8.0, but mot 7.8)
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FIRST-CLASS BATTLE SHIPS.

Ship dru%ly oq:liipped i
endy for sea,nll storea
;'n ‘ganrd. Normal Batteries. Armor.
coal supply. E
= B
Nume. Type. Eg ;ﬁ E g % g
g @ 4 T L 2
- = Aain Semﬁarr Rides. pel
HEAE § ] -] e | 2
] . T
Ftin|Ft.in | Ftin. ’J'am.lxaors. Tnches, Inches| Inches
Seaguing comsbling hat- }:m * |[413’B.L.R “{|4 1ong White- [[TOP 104 .- } 15
DAMA - e enane tle ship. 0|72 2123 6 [*11,505110 I S g Bottom 9f.....[¢ 14 2
i {213"3’ h;lll',hntte turrets.... ; MOR.F.guns head. Waterline13}. { 10
Seagoing coast-line bat- LI B LR “|l410ng White- {T“P 1‘“""“"} 15
......... tle ship. 07 2323 6 505116 8% gt et : L3 Bottom 9f .|+ 14
o |2 15" basbette turrets..... lLm * e {1“" 24, guns head. Waterlinei3i { 10
Beagoing coast-lino bat- 117 B.L.R 17
tle shi i 15
Todiana oo zmﬂu&amtnnm....}"‘” 80 3|25 13/ 10,810 15.547{3 8B LR._. 18 [ 2 { 8
4 & barbette turrets . el i L
e ahip. e 0|7 22t 011,80 17.087 3%’%{"“%'" ull B B
IowWn . ocoenvevae 212 barbette turrets._.. ¥ ’ ‘{ TBLR... {
4 8" barbette urrets. ... 6 ¢'RBR.F.guns 1: 8
Seagoing coast-line 413 B.L.R__. o 7. SR Tl
Kearsarge ... zltliﬁﬂl.]:r Rt | 0|72 2425 0 .U.EJ l&.&lﬂ{& ar: B.L.E... thon':_ﬁ}..... ﬁ' } 11_';:*
2 s"mmtxmmoeed. 145“R.F.guns Water line 15} 9
Kentucky ‘h:‘ﬁ" = 0|7 2 811,558 {f%%‘k'%" A 5| 1
ANINCEY cvasen ’ ) oo M M g T TR R e o S T M OO P . ..
B IB | Darhelte buwele =+ 1457 R. F.guna Water linodag|| 13 |[ 1%
coast-line bat- 1" B LR "o o W 12 12
Maine......___.] tle ship. I.mu ™ 21|23 612300418 e - :
< 18" hnr%oth turrets.._. 16 ¢''E.F.guns Bottom T4 §... 1 8
1 coast-line bat- 18" BLR 1w
tle shi  B.L.R... =
umchmm_{zmﬁm%mwm_kmn ® 3|2 13 10,810 16.21 Eﬁr%‘lﬁn““ sl B { 8
48" barbette turrets.___. .F.guns
ing coastline bat- }ﬂ 112" B.L.R 1par. 1 18 12
issouri-...... tle ship. 0|72 2323 61223018 % 7 2 su U ety
b i = 16 6 K. Fguis (2 1 pdr R F.guns. bmerged fpottom 73 §...| 11 8
¥ 2 Colt automatic
mﬁwpcg. felt
cing coast-line bat- }m 412 B.L.R...| [41-pdr sutomatic 10 12
OBD ~coicianss tle ship. 0|72 2328 1244008 At tiiae e 2 submerged. T
5 2 12 Dasbetts turrots. {1“ SRR U e B R o {ggftomm-... 11
cat e et S
¢ 415" B.L.R ... R e 17
tie ship. 21-pdr. B F.-—... 15
Oregon. .oeev... 2 197 Do) m"__}.wo 8 3|25 4 11,000 16.70 {2 g%%n-- it Whitehead 18 { ] { 8
4 5" barbefte turrets ... - RO %Gs;_pgﬁ. )
coast-line bat- L 11 BI.R 61 : 15
Wisconsin ..... tle ship. 0l 2 6 |*11, 565116 +R...|}6 1-pdr. R.
o i ¥ i e 1
Georgia.-..--..- Authorized, butnotcon 18, 500
tracted for. :

New Jersoy ... |cea.. o ST IR N T AR (NS 2 P SRS S S TR e e e s e S e Lascemr
Pennsylvania .|.....d0 ... =i 13, B/ =R ST PRSI I SRRSO TR BESOE
BECOND-CLASS BATTLE SHIPS.

61 MI'R.REF""
Armored battle Ll 12B.L.R... 3 e
TeXaS -..onveen D T ertiosbip-— | 4 | o4 1|2 o 6ms | 178 {317 IR agven H. R. G1_lia Whitehead. i Bl
1fleld gun oo e
ARMORED CRUISERS.
‘Armored cruiser & B.L.R H.'! ‘lul;gdré*; ==
o ey i -— 4 i oS a Wonaena T a
Brooklyn ... T et o0 6 o4 &) ¢ 0 o5 | e BN ot |4 Golts Wh $1. "ibiSanis
- 23" R.¥. field ...
' P BLE...||3 ar B
New York ... {{4Tmered cruiner - llsso oyl 04 10 { 28 &y 8,200 | = LR TR ,ﬁ%_"_;:; Whitehead. 4l &
(hll‘.fornia. """ .&m but not con- J""" 'm "". e AT e T
braska ...... T T RSSES IRRSR | RS ==t e e et
est Virginia || tracted for. | _Faﬁlm ...... S

*With two-thirds of ammunition and two-thirds of stores. +Estimated. § Above main belt.
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ARMORED STEEL GLE-TURRET HARBOR-DEFENSE MONITORS.

Ship full uipped, ready for sea, )
all stores on hoard. Notmal coal Batteries. Armor. ?“:f&‘_’ﬁi“’
supply. Speed R
Name. iper hour
g.:nmgth Extreme| Mean |[Displ on trial. To o . Tur- | Bar-
v:iater breadth.| draft. | ment. Main, Becondary. ta Sides. | rets. |bettes|Siopes| Flat.
ne.
Flin) Flin| Flin) Tons. Knots. i Inches.| Inches, Irlchrs.!fur!xes. Inches.
- 312" B.L.R _3])&1‘.3.? ...... =
Arkansas.......... 22 0| s 0| 126 32m 113 {* VERE {3 kpdr R PL2 (Nomo....... 1 10 1 (R 13
e ' 3 | - . R
3 Gpdr. R F '
. Comnecticut.......| =2 0| ®o| 1| sem| om|fURLE-— 2}5:";%“‘:-3'5' 1 N = 1
Epdr, B.
Floridn ..o 220 0| 16| 32| om{fRBLR- 2}50%-3‘ 11 (s 1 [ S 1
g-pdr, R.
Wyoming.........| 22 0| ol 1me{ sm| «mfFeBLE--- 5&%.3. el Pt T
* Estimated.
ARMONED VESSELS—DOUBLE-TURRETED MONTITORE.
SBhip full mipped read
nﬂ-mfuﬁ?nm onbonnf 8 Batteries. Armor,
Normal coal supply. E ;
=} o o
Nome. Type. °g 8 'ﬂ £ g !gg
el ° 5 Tor-
- 4] & Main. Secondary. pedo | Sides. | Turrets. | Barbettes.
3’5 - g tubes.
] ‘5. M
= ] = a wm
Ft.in. | Ft. in. | FL in,| Tons. | Knofs. Inches.| Inches. Inches.
e RE
ron low-[reeboard coast- S
Amptitrite.__|{{ defensemonitor. 250 6| 55 6| 14 6| 3,00| 10521 BLR... HR.OC. 9 7 11
; 2ateellmrhnttarumts...} {3 R ¥ gusis i {8} # :
LColt ooonioians
lr&rg; nw-freemrl const. 2 gppgr E
eNs0 m T, 2 . R.
Miantonomo [, S5TERS0 BOMIOT: tar- l»am 6| 5 0| 14 6| 8,90 | 10.5|410”B.L.E... {EFDIT-B 7 e
- i
Iron low-freeboard coast- % B
Monmlnnck..-{ defense monitor. ]ﬁﬂ o o5 of 17| gos| 12 [H10BLR Hatpdr R gi 7 114
2 steel barbette turrets. P B s Tode B V.
]Steal low-freeboard mon- } 12" B.L.R gli’t-p’ghR.F 13 |p
Monteroy..... itor, 26 0| 59 0| 1410| 4,08 | 13.6 R R | s sl} CEWARG B| Rarwantis
FO¥- N1y stoel barbette turrets .|| - BB e o [JATE Thooenen Ars 11,
Ironlow-[roe board coast 7 6 6-pdr. B. P 14
e { defenso monitor. }290 3 0 1| 18 0] 6,000 12.4 [{F1ZTBLE-- s grem 11 . m} 8 14
2 stecl barbette turrots.. -¥.GUnS... \[a | par, R.F 6
Iron low-freeboard const- g gpdr. % E 7
Terror........ defenss monitor. 20 6| 65 6| 14 6| 80| 205[4107B LB [FEPACRI R T | P IR
2 steel turrets ............ S ipdr. B Fooo.
UNARMORED PROTECTED CRUISERS.
Ship full ipped ready for
i) stoves on boasd. - Normat eoa Batteries. Exoretins
; supply, g
X s aes
ame. Tiength perhour
Ex- on trial.
load M Di To
mitad | (e | Mogn Disglace i Secondary. orpedo | stopes, Fiat.
line. i
Fi. in| Fi in| FL in| Tons | Knols 88pdr. B Inches.| Inches.
r.
T —— msl eu w0l sl ve @HFTE e BT noou
187 R. F. fioid
1Bpdr. R. F
23pdr. R. F
Baltimore ........ 26| (487 20| 450 PR e 4 2
2Colts ...
18" R. F. fleld
2 d-pdr, R.
- 23-pdr. K.
BOSKON -oooeeeev gmg| 4 wol sos| e BERE R PR H o
| e
4&p¢' r B,
; 3 8-pdr. R.
OBarleston......... me7| 42| 17| 3| wa GEF PR RN B 5| 2
i & & 4 R-.c- -----
18°R. F.
{8/ BL.R iy
CLICARO ... eareee ol 2 24 soo|en [(FEBLE-. $ R W o on
18 R. . fieid..
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UNARMORED PROTECTED CRUISERS—continued.
Ship fully equipped ready for soea,
aﬁ stnrgs on beard. Normal coal Batteries. Pm‘tecktha
supply. deck.
Speed
i et | Ex | sean [Dispt p"ﬁz—?ﬁf
Biead | oo | Hemp Plmtes)ont Bain socontary. | RS0 | topen,
mne.
Ft. in.| Ft. in.| Ft in,| Tons. Knotas, - jm-h.-,‘l Tnches.
Cincinnati........| 00| 42 0| 18 0| 3823|*19 [1FRF.guns....._...fiF reratii ity 2} 1
13 .
1 l:.’li-pd:'
Colmnbia........ azo| w2 26| nam| =28 {z 3 Chite  Whitchead.| 4| 2
- 15" R.F.
1 2épdr.B.F ..
Minneapalis......| 4120 8 2| 2 6| 785 2om {e 82 e |l Whitehead.| 4| 2
s 137 R, F'_flel
8 6pdr.R.F.
Newark...cooovaes a7 9 2 18 0 4,008 19 126" R.F.gons - .........-.... 2Colte ... 2 e Ay 3 ]
5 05" R.F.guns SR
B B i Tatan | i e par.R. R
4§ B. L. 1t. mounted in bar- a2 X
Olympin -eevnvu.-. 3400 B3 o 2,6 5,870 | 21.086 {l bette turrets, armor 3j and ]I 3?;1:311]_';]12‘1- }G Whitchead. 13 2
4} inches. 8 .-
4 0-pir.R. F.
4 3-pdr. R. l:
Philadelphia......| 76| 48 % 10 6| 4410] 19678 | 1267 R.F.guns......ccoco.... {3 HPAD B I S ¢ =
237=e R,
15" R.F.field.......
105" R.F Eﬂfxr' ?'F
. o By LT e o e e r. 1%,
Raleigh .. ........ wwo| @ o sme|ae P ET e R B e i af 1
13” R.T. fiel
12 6-pdr. R.
Ban Francisco.... 810 0 4 2 18 9 4,008 LIRS I R R s it foaass :Eapgr.]l. { Whitehead. 3 2
2 Colts ..
' lﬂ&-pdr.&
ATBADY ooceeaaens sso| @o| 10| e 420 |BYEF—e $Lpde R. 8| 3 1
~ - N e
" R.F 10 6-pde. R
New Orleans..... 36 0 89 18 0 8,709 | 120 {2&‘;‘”31'?' Stglc}:r. R. 3 3 1t
7 1 - A
; B6pdr. R.
Chattanooga...... 2020 4 0| *15 9| *43,200 | t16.5 p 1 | R e e S T ﬁ::pldr. R. siakwessasa| 2and ] i
Jolt ant
8 6-pdr. R.
Cleveland......... 2020 44 0| *t15 9| *4+3,200 | +106.5 1 St <5 L e e S ztr-ﬁr.'ﬂt. e ee=-| 2and 1 %
2 Colt ant. ..
s6pdr. R. F
Denver ...occcen-e 2020 4 0| *#15 9| *43,200 | +16.5 L JE 2 1S Ll ST (R e T T Stpilr. Rt.P U T G | i
2 Colt aub.s...
S 6pdr. R. F
Des Moines....... 202 0 44 0| *15 9| *3,200 | +16.5 L0 L LR e S e 21-pdr. R. F EEE R L T i
2Coltant .....
Aoépdr. R.F._.
Galveston ........ 2020 4 0)*+15 0| *+3,200 | +10.5 AR R I L S i e s iy 21-pdr. R P ey waesan | SBRAL ¥
e
n T I
TRCOmN...cenennen 220 44 0] *+15 0| *+3,200 | +18.5 B R e e s e s e R 21-pdr. R.F s rwediiy| BRDA1 s
2 Colt aut .
*With two-third stores. t Estimated.
UNARMORED UNPROTECTED CRUISERS,
Bhip full ui ready for sea,
all wtoris On md. Normad ooal Batteries. W“&%"&mm‘
supply. s 1 i
Name. per hour
Length E
on load = Mean lace.| 00 trial Torpedo
water hmweumﬂ?h draft. Di::%nt. Main. Secondary tubes. Slopes. Flat.
lIine. I
Ft.in.| Ft.in.| Fit.in.| Tons. | Knola ﬁ%pd.r. 4 Iich, | Inch.
Dotroit. ......... 27 0 8 0 47| 2009| 187 |105/R FRUDS cocorannan. R |i2 Whitehead.| | &
- la!jR-
B g-pdr. ~
Marblohead ......| 257 0 87 0 14 7 2,080 18.4 | 105" R. F.guns . occeeeeeen.. zllt‘pldt; 2 Whitehead. Yo
0 -
4 6-pdr. -
Montgomery ..... %7 0| 87 0| 14 7| 208| 10.056|105”R.F.guns . ...ccooao... g}ﬁg. 2 Whitehead.| &
Reina Mercedes®.| 218 9 43 3 p il B ARG ) e s e e T S S
#Captured during war with Spain.
UNARMORED GUNBOATS.
Ship fall uipped ready for sea. all stores
% nn{;grd?pgromu coal supply. 8 S Batteries.
Name. i SRR At
Extreme Mean Displace- Torpedo
load wa- | breadth. | draft. | ment. statn, Secondary tubes.
Fi. in. Ft. in. Ft. in. Tons. Knots.
Bantrolt. - . s cmcanrssns 187 © a2 0 12 2 830 1437 | 44" R.F.gans ...coeeeen.e IWhitehaa{L
B?nt‘llng'tﬂ‘n .............. 230 0 6 0 140 1,710 18 OB B I B eermsesaminns
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UNARMORED GUNBOATS—continued.

Ship fully equipped ready for all stores
e ol Normnlycmlfi:‘vply. g 3k Batteries.
Name. Lengthon| pey . Seoan e Torped
e Hﬁ:’ biea.dth(." draft. ment. Madn. Secondary tabes.
Ft. in, Ft. in, Ft. in. Tons, Knots.
4 0-pde. R.
Castine....cvcomencnoens 204 0 82 1 120 1,177 16. (82 B&"R.F.guns........-....{'I’Epﬂr R.
ol
20pdr.R. F...
Coneord -ooeeene oo =0 0 3 0 40 1,700 188 | 007 BE B it R RO
2 Gatlings.
Don Juan de Austria®+. 2100 0 a2 0 12 8 1,130 | 114 e o e e e | i A e e
Isla de Cuba®............| 122 0 0 u 1 1,080 | 314 [64T'R.F.guns. ... T
Isla de Luzon®.......... 12 0 30 13 s 1,080 14 647" R. F.guns........... Eﬁéﬁgﬁg&_, 7 v
pdr. R,
Machiag. .....ocreercanne 204 0 2 1 20 1,117 15.48 | 84" R. F. guDS. ...cunennen ?&pﬁr.ﬂ
iﬁ.';}parﬁ 3.
el ot el e 0 ws| @mo|l mnr 2| I [40’BLR.n. 3 R
2 Gatlir
6 3-pdr,
TOPOER Y. woe o dniesomean 20 0 8B 0 15 6 1,814 116 04’ R.F.guns........ .....{if(l)-opﬁr.
2 6 pdr.
YOrktOWn - oneeeeeeccnee 2 ol 80| Mol 170| 1614|6¢RF.gums........ l}f‘};gﬁ;;
1 2 Colts
R N T T e ] s e i R it s P e o st i s e 3 o B e e i it SRRy
UNARMORED COMPOSITE VESSELS—GUNBOATS.
I 46-pdr. R.F.G
Annapolis_.........ool.. 168 0 8 0 12 5 1,060 13.17 | 84" R.F.guns o ..occoaaiae %}Jgﬂr R.F.G
L6 pdr. R.FG ..
MATOHS ..o oooeeoeemn wo| 8ol 20| 100 18.08|64 RF.guns..ee.... o i
137 R.F. fleld ..
4 6pdr. R. F. G-
MAWPOE - o kinsaias 188 0 3 0 120 1,000 1220 |64/ R.F.QUDB «ccconcunrns %aplcir.n.k‘ o
16pdr. R.F. G_
F oewia o R | 168 0 %0 12 9 1,100 $12 §4'R. F.guns............. {f épﬁr R.F. G.
albi s
t Gpdr. R. F. G._
Vicksburg --...ocooooeene 168 0 2 0 12 0 1,000 12.71 |6 4" R.F. gunS .ccvecvoncan {? ldopldtr.R.F.G..
& Gopdr. R F. G-
Wheollng occooncsecanasn 174 0 30 12 0 1,000 12.88 | 64" R. F. g-nns{:flcpﬁn F. G.
’ R e ey
TRAINING SHIP—NAVAL ACADEMY.
Chesapeake.....cccccce. 1% ¢ 87 0 15 6 1,155 10.86 | 6 4” R. F. guns
* Captured during war with Spain. +Iron gunboat. $ Estimated. § Bailing ship.
UNARMORED STEEL VESSELS—SPECIAL OLASS.
Bhip full uipped ready for sea, all stores .
B bor . Normat conl supply. & o Batteries.
Name. Length on| peyre o D I’:Jou_ron
me ean isplace- trial
].<:~milI ;s;lter bresdth. draft. T Main. Becondary
Ft. in. Ft. in. Ft. in.| Toms. Knots. gé"pd' '!{LFF‘GG'
S 07001 % e S 20 0|, 80 14 3 1,480 15.50 | 84" R. F. guns. - —oceneeee meceae e 23?,3}:13{ G.
- 2 Gatlin
VesuVIuS oo e e 52 4 o 6 107 929 21.42 | 815" dynamite guns ... oooeoeee... {?%gf{ Ere.
UNARMORED VESSELS—GUNBOATS UNDER 500 TONS.
Ship fully equipped ready for sea, all stores on
hoem?. Normar coal supply.
Name. Material, &
Length on Ertieme Ditnlace: hour,
lmclli;;:?.m breadth. |Mean draft. ﬁgnt_

* Purchased by War Department.

t+ Captured from Spain.

h 6
3 Estimated.




4246

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

APRIL 16,

UNARMORED VESSELS—GUNBOATS UNDER 500 TONS—continued.

Name,

Material.

Ship full unipped ready for sea, all stores on
¥ yﬁwumf coal supply.

Len on
loadavtvﬂst.er
Une,

Mean draft.

Displace-
ment.

* Purchased by War Department. 4 Captured from Spain. } Estimated.
USARMORED STEEL VESSELS—TORPEDO-BOAT DESTROYERS
Ship fully equipped ready for sea, all stores Yeri
I on gm.rd. Normal coal supply. Speed per S
i T . e
me
load water| preadth. | draft. | ment. Torpedo tubes. Guns.
Ft. in. Fl. in Ft. in. Tons. Enots
25 0| % T 66| 420 #20 | 2long 187 Whitehead . 214-pdr. R.F.0nd 5 6-pdr. R.F.
245 0 = T 6 6 420 e, | 2 long 18" Whitehead 214-pdr.R.F.and 5 6-pdr. R. F.
245 0 2 7T 6 6 420 *20 2 long 18/ “:"-“ h 1.2 l4-pdr. R. F.and b 6-pdr. R. F.
245 0 3 7 6 6 420 =23 2long 18" Whitehead 2 14-pdr. R.F.and 5 6-pdr. R.F.
45 0 2 7 66 420 =26 2 long 18" Whitehead 214-pdr. R. F.and 5 6-pdr. R. F.
24 0 2 8 G0 408 = 2 2long 18" Whitehe ® 14pdr, B.F.mgﬁﬁ-mr. =
24400 24 6 6 0 408 =20 2 long 18 Whitehead 214-pdr.R.F.and 5 6-pdr. B.F.
22 3 2 3 8 2% 400 =30 2 long 18" Whitehea .| 214pdr. B. F.and 5 6-pdr. R.F.
243 3 2 3 6 9 400 #=30 | 2long 18" Whitohead . 214 pdr. R.F.and 5 6-pdr. R, F.
245 0 e Y 6 6 42 *29 2long 18¥ Whitehead ___ .| 2M-pdr. R.F.and 56-pdr. RB. F.
245 0 287 6 6 420 *39 2 long 187 Whitehend 21-pdr. R.F.and 5 6-pdr. B. F.
2455 0 28 T 6 6 420 =2 2 long 18" Whit -l 214pdr. R, F.and 5 6-pdr. R.F.
245 0 3 T 6 0 420 *29 2 long 187 Whitehead . 2 14-pdr. R.F.and 5 6-pdr. R. F.
248 0 23 3 6 0 433 * 30 2 long 187 Whit 2 14pdr. B, F.and 5 6-pdr. R. F.
MR 0 23 3 6 0 433 * 50 2 long 187 W hit: 214-pdr. R.F.and 5 6 pdr. R. F.
248 0 233 60 435 =30 2 long 18" Whit 214pdr. B. F.and 5 G-pdr. R. F.
*Estimated.
UNARMORED STEEL VESSELS—TURPEDO BOATS,
i, Fi. in. It in.| Tons. Kuots.
0 17 0 4 T3 167 -5 3 18 Whitohead . 3 3pdr.R.F.
? ;g 3{- g 1(1! 285 :% 3 18" Whitehead . 4 6pdr.R.F.
0 T 0 & THT 107 #5 |3 18" Whitehea 3 3-pdr. R.F.
0 17 0 4 T 167 23 3 18”7 Whiteh 8 3pdr.R.F.
0 17 6 4 8 165 br 3 18" Whitchead .| 8 3pidr.R.F.
0 4 3 4 10§ 1056 2.5 | 3 18" Whitehea 3 I.pdr. R.F,
0 15 4 510 154 23.41 | 3 18" Whiteh 3 1l.pdr.R.F.
0 16 4} 4 7 146.4 *30.5 | 2 18" Whit .| 4 1pdr. R.F.
0 17 6 4 8 165 20 3 18/ Whitehead 33 B.F.
0 17 8t 48 185 98,58 | 3 18 Whitehead £1pdr. R.F.
7 i5 6 4 9 120 b 3 18" Whit 4 1-pdr.R.F.
I 0 7 6 0 21 30,13 | 2 18 Whitehead 4 6-pdr. R. F,
0 15 4 510 154 23.13 | 8 18" Whitehead. 31-pdr.R.F.
0 16 0 50 142 24,534 3 187 Whit 31-pdr.R.F.
8 20 5 5 0 247.5 30 2 18" Whitehea 4 6-pdr. R.F.
i3 12 6 3 3 45.78 2,88 | 2 18" Whit g 11-pdr.R.F.
g 1.3 g& ; Ig! 65 20.11 | 2 18 Whit a .| 1 1pdr. R.F.
3 2 9 3 iesat 8 | T10.6% | 2187 Whitehead . -| 2 1-pdr. R.F.
b 15 6 4 0 104.75 24 3 18" Whi .| 8 1-pdr. R.F,
sloEe| i m| 3 [iEwmes piEEE
f haad dpdr. R.F.
o| 17 8 18| 16 23.030] 3 187 Whiteheac 11par B.F.
0 16 0 5 0 142 #24.5 | 8 18" Whiteh 3 l-pdr.R.F.
0 17T 0 811 183 27,074} 8 18” Whitehs:ad 4 1-pdv.R. F.
gl H :l“ 4 8 %ﬂ'; g 3 187 Whitehead 3 3pdr.R.F.
0 g 8 Eieay ey 16 b ] g}g:gmwhm 3 3pdr.R.F.
JEpiE R e s Lt
0 7 6 48 165 =2 |3 187 Whit .| 3 dﬁiﬁ R.F.
0 17T 6 4 8 165 *20 3 18" W hitehea 3 #-pdr. BR. F.
1] 17T 6 4 8 165 263 3 187 itehoad 8 3-pdr. R. F.
0 18 0p 50 142 24.82 | B 18 Whit o A T S e I Do e
aCaptured during war with Spain. *Estimated. +Purchased during war with Spain.

UNARMORED STEEL VESSEL—SUBMARINE TORPEDO BOAT.

Ship fully equipped read
Norm.a.ly

for sea, all stores on board.

coal supply.
i Speed per
ey Mean draft Ko
Length o from line tan- e
onload water tto bot- |Displacement.| ©0 trial
line. breadth. | 0 Soaw —
and forefoot.

Ft. In. Fi. In. Ft. In Tons. Knots,
D e e i A s e e e e e M R s e s e L 8 3 i B SRR A 168 2 8

WOOD TORPEDO BOAT. 3

Sitiletto. . [ 8 6 n oo 3 0 2 18.22
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St SUBMARINE TORPEDO BOAT.
Water-tight deck. Batteries.
Name,
Slopes. Flat, Torpedo tubes. Guns.
P O s o e e s A e A e e TR R RS b w e 2 Whitehead..... R S e AR e ey R T e e e e e R S s

Sbilatto . ool g f BHOWOI o e e

|
For summary of all vessels in Navy see table on page 19, under * Our present Navy."”

Statement showing the amounts awthorived for new vessels under “Increase of the Navy,” in each act q{ Cumgrress sinoe and includi; ;:f the act of March 8, 1553
the vessels authorized, the amownts ap riated, the amomlt fz.:pead'td spon each vessel authorized, the total actual cost of finished vessels, incuding arma-
led upon unﬂm‘n\m vessels from that date.

ment and equipment, to June 30, 1899, and the esti

FINTSHED VESSELS.

Amonnts appropriated— Amounts expended—
Amou For
a.nthori‘:n‘:! Fi s ?:‘E. Total cost of
Vesselsanthorized and dates of acts | for hull and For armor, | For hulland CERiO = sipea(l m’mman finish
of Congress. "E:g}g&‘g}" E‘;;::gﬂgl;_nﬁ uudmeq:!‘;' mimachin‘ dﬂhl?' rgr“xunpm u-ml-trip‘ ?W:Immt E&onst.mcf' vussaalg
. T
hiull armor. ¥ ment. | lml armor, | tection. s g ﬁ“““f'gn%“'
team En-
; g
March 3, 1885,
L 208 80100 | i e i 164, 208, 801,80 |.....ccceeer..| Included in totnl cost. | ... ceeeeene.. S4,208, 801 80
vessels S lass s L0000 s S e b e e e e e e e e g e ]
For ahove vessels, including .
their urmaml.nt and e uip-
men f' acts of July 7, 18t4,
Nar July 26, 1 , and
March 8, 1855,
AWK e e e 185,38 | $265,256.10 | $125,478.81 | 1,830,117.20
Ohoaz'?eston = == A ﬁ:m.m 290, 997,51 123.803.75 5490, 558, 20
Yorktown ... = s 43,026,168 156, 722,64 62, 401. 34 708, (B0, 59
'otrel - e e s 20 = Jans 1,985.10 81,736, 08 72,817.79 464, (125, 52
For above-named vessels. ..o o__ s M. R ) N R, S iy DA | I e s
801,194.72 | 121,000,060 | 1,978,720.35
11,865.290 8, 500,25 380, 200, 76
16,641.56 2,708,468 | - 118,108. 81
517,807, 85 116,224.18 | 4,877, 788,75
477,40, %4 53,408.50 | 4,202,121, 49
251, 957,87 TH,990.00 | 2,408 453,74
e, 130,907, 21 67, GR2. 44 | 2,134,054, 45
213, 143, 133, 19 57,735.28 | 1,575,504 97
L o, 133, 853, 68 48017 | 1,617,251.67
For all above-named vessels ___. = R e Rt b e g ot S b i e S

March 3, 1557,

Minabenombt e o e 36, 506.53 | 1,067,236.08

Fornnabnve-namedmls e e DRSS

Philadelphia .. 101,881 22 | 1,058, 060.38

Francisco. . 124,168.95 | 2,135,508, 31

Concord ... 72,190, 76 765, 283, 72

Bennington 4,613, 25 760,317.71

Monterey ... 115,471.18 | 2,728,545.06
A{r:ﬁment of all vesselsanthor-
Armor and gun stoel of all ves

sels anthorized .. ............. | Rl L =i R, N N o, [ S | [ e i L el (F e Ol e S

______ 170,200. 08 341,628 43 107,175.64 | 4,346,642.39

R 141,522, 62 343, 343. 84 151,912.00 | 2,979,288, 58

27, 563. 61 232, 116. 93 118,460.68 | 2,371,904 52

27,900, 09 252, 465, 97 99,830.51 | 2, 100, 729.80

13,010, 67 162,257.26 53,018.01 | 1,267.140.71

13,154. 14 178,150, 44 52, 177,81 | 1,233,089. 90

e e 11, 918.56 172,458.20 b7,278.43 | 1,291,182 05

Yor all above-named vessels. ....|... - e e et B L B I e e e B e BT

Beoroll s i s e 260,000.00 | 260,000.00 |..-.oooooian..]| S0BBIBOT |..eencni..o. b4,186, 98 47,5069, 50 %1,217.08 481, 251. 63
Armament of all yessels nuthor-

Martk 2, 1889
.............................. 53,799.70 | 102,278.81 62, 570,04 857, 661. 07
Castine . ___ 58,114.85 | 104,935.13 55,610, 94 071, 464.20
Entahdin.......vorereracececoenoas i 9,957.14 12,661,20 347484 | 1,529,877,
For all above named vessels ..__|. e i R S eSS B T  BE L

June 30, 1800,
Armor and armament of all u‘bn-m
named vesmls

50, 424741
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Statement showing the amounts authorized for new vessels under “Increase of the Navy,” efc.—Continned.
FINIBHED VESSELS—continued.

Amounts appropriated— Amounts expended—
Amounts, et By
authori '
Vessels authorized and dates of acts | for hull and For armor, (For hulland| o For reausof | Total costof
of Congress. machinery, |Forhulland | armament, | machinery, | £ ¢F armor finished
including | machinery. | and equip- | including' | foT 8un pro-
hull armor. ment, hull armor, | tection.

For all above-named vessels -...
September 23, 1890,
Ni-:l;.l;:e! matte for armor of all

Afarch £, 1801,
l{inneapons ..........................
For all above-named vessels

For equipment of new vessels
(Burean of Equipment) .......
March 3, 1591, '

Forall above-named vessels. woeeeee)enecenccnnncaas LR L B S——

July 19, 1892,

March 8, 1893,

Nashville
Wilmington......
Hel

For equipment of above-nam:

vessols ... oo
July 26, 1895,
Fora]la.boﬁ'..- AL P |t 1 SO LT
ootoe B0, 36 .80 3,814.24 137,278.28
506, 37 15, 289, 47 2,505, 23 128, 515. 33
S B0, 87 15, 027. 63 2,832 121, 805. 71
Ramissionofﬂmapenalttas Ve-
M e e e B R0000 | LS s P e Sy ey (o S oA PN A TR (I e ey S
AMarch 2, 1895,
230, 000. 00 277, 650. 80 58, 448. 54 75, 417.21
230, 000. 00 285, 579. 20 b5, 927.61 388, Th0. 61
2530, 000. 00 208,143. 42 61, 124. 09 4(83, 956, 53
230, 000, 00 812, 704. 95 85,801.63 304, 616.38
230, 000, 00 255, 507, 48 44, 720,31 B48, 515, 06
230, 000, 00 260,100.29 |. 43, 638, 35 351, 426 62
175, 000. 00 199, (35. 69 2, 1564 67 216, 902, 38
175, 000. 00 185, 204.39 |. 2,043.02 | 181,087.75
Rowan.... A 175, 000. 00 150, 531. 86 1,802,093 196, 515. 03
Kearsarge {(seo unfinished vessels) .| 4,000,000.00 avesas P
Kentncl:{l (see nnﬂnished vessal.n)._ 4, 000, 000. 00 :

above-named vessels .___| ...
For aqu.ipment of above-named

Remission 6f time penalties....

February 26, 1896.

For equipment of nbova»mmad !
e Pl A T N i T | e A L T [ | [ S00000 [ i meemanrasal i msas e [y === e e .

June 10, 1896,
For aquipmant of above-named

minol.n (aee unﬂnmhad veasels
Alabama (see unfinished vesse
Wisconsin (see nnﬂnlsh:&:l vmﬁ

unfinished wvessel

gmven tts?e unﬁnﬂ_i:hed vessals).....
A see unfinished vasa:eis; xl

llm“kaegglxia (see nunfinished v ) 4

8, 870, 600. 00 . o
74,901,878.10 i:u.m,mm 74,550, 797.91 | 6,627,990.92 | 3,881,061.70 | 0,049,308.88 | 8,014,256 08, 529,511, 85
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Statement showing the amounts authorized for new vessels under * Increase of the Navy," ete.—Continued.

UNFINISHED VESSELS.

Amounts au-| Amonnts appropriated— ‘ Estimated amounts to be expended for completion
. thorized for Expended for in addition to expenditures to June 30, 15069,
Vessels authorized and dates of | hullsand For armor, | hull and ma- Estimated
acts of Congress. mi:g]lggic;ry, For li?llllagnd andnam::jnh. 3 mg]yto Burean of | Burean of c?urﬂm of SBnmu of | total cost.
e - | an une 30, 1890, t eam 5
hullarmor. % ment, Equipment. | Ordnance. |07 l?gg:iig? tmaeri]iclgﬂi
, 238, T4 L B00.00 1 acie , 142. 00 ,100.00 | $159,080, 74
%,MW &,(Illll] $1, 230, 270. 00 g. 998, 00 m. 827.00 | . 5,574, 417.77
591,275.43 85,000.00 | 1,808,959, 00 2053, 566. 00 B37,570.00 | 5,531,379.43
94‘!’:3]5.&2 84,000,00 | 2,701, 063.00 B, 538, 00 068, 361,00 | 5, 869, 268, 42
570,815,090 34,000.00 | 2,608, 343. 00 70, 213. 00 4 .00 | 5,004,821.90
272, T00. 68 34,000.00 | 2,576,052, 00 B72,024.00 .00 | 6,040,726, 08
167,048, 28 5, 000,00 14, 860, 00 14,223.00 00 232,004, 28
160, 884.11 5, (0. 00 14, 8680, 00 14, 661. 00 (1] 232, 305, 11
220,074. 24 B, 000, 00 16,412, 00 17,350, 00 207, 890, 24
42,017.09 8, 000,00 19,345.00 8,285, 00 T2,647.09
i e R L S R T SRS NS IRy S e e 88, 065. 67 3,000,00 12, 983.00 11,415.00 115, 453. 67
March 8, 1597,
For o%lulpment of above-

T T e e ey B [ | e e o e | P e s e e e, i e s
Btringham ... 25,320.00 24,232, 00 413, 085. 00 282, 583.55
Goldsborong] 23, 630. 00 20,244.00 45,581, 00 241,585, 69
Bailey -... 25, 850. 00 81,058.00 | - 53,080.00 252,481, 45

For abov 1s 350.00 T P e e [ S e e ST S

Chesapeake - ---ccoverecannaa- 250,000,00 |.ccrencnaconas 108, 285, 65 06,144. 48 50, 000, 00 198, 620.00 | cinemccac il 408, 000, 80
May 4, 1895.

186,232, 81 50,000.00 | 2,553,000.00 | 2,056,700.00 | 830,500.00 | 5,676,432, 81

90,528, 34 50,000,00 | 2,553, 000,00 | 2,184,467.00 877,000.00 | 5,673, 903.34

184,201 12 50,000,00 | 2,553,000,00 | 2,202, 929,00 816,130.00 | 6,806,350.13

8, TB4. 00 40, 000, 00 584, 789,00 759, 742,00 285,500,060 | 1,068, 785,00

00, 062. 68 30, 000, 00 584, 739, 00 080, 890, 00 274,580.00 | 1,660,271.68

45,756, 42 30, 000, 00 584, 789. 00 630, T4 00 270,650.00 | 1,629,880, 42

185, 200,17 80, 000, 00 584,739, 00 870, 436. 00 261,425.00 | 1,081,809.17

1, 561. 36 3, 600, 00 30, 000, 00 151, 890. 00 143, 500. 00 330, 451. 36

1,546.86 3, 500. 00 80, 000. 00 151, 904 00 43, 500. 00 330, 450, 36

1,456, T1 8,600, 00 0, 000.00 151,957, 00 43,500, 00 830,413, 71

24,705. 82 3, 500, 00 B0, 000, 00 119, 692.00 30, 000. 00 307,957 82

24,633, 48 8, 500, 00 B0, 000, 00 119, 770, 00 30, 000. 00 807,908, 48

28, 000. 51 3,500.00 80, 000. 00 144, 726.00 22, 700. 00 838, 928, 51

27,070.19 3, 500. ) 30, 000, 00 144, 678.00 32, 700. 00 838, 848.10

27,115.49 8, 500.00 30, 000, 00 114, 279.00 127, 046,00 302, 840,49

27, 84601 3,500, 00 30, 000, 00 114, 278.00 27,940.00 303, D64, 01

52,858 43 R, 600,00 30, 000. 00 135, 846. 00 111, 810. 00 333, 614. 43

5:2,801. 92 3, 600, 00 80, 000. 00 134,118.00 113, 710,00 833, 620,92

52, 205. 67 8, 600,00 a0, 000, 00 184, 118.00 13, 710,00 333, 623, 67

067,30 8, 500. 00 80, 000, 00 151, 669. 00 43, 500. 00 20, 086, 30

1\, 6,900,000.00 ) 1,466, 49 3, 500, 00 30, 000, 00 154, 692.00 43,500, 00 &3, 158, 49

i s L E g S Ty Ead L 1,408, 01 3, 500, 00 30, 000, 00 154, 736. 00 43, 500. 00 333, 144. 01

1,866, 02 3,500, 00 80, 000, 00 154,772.00 43, 500. 00 333,138, 02

574.65 2,500.00 25,350, 00 88, 589. 00 83, 000, 00 200, 013, 65

404,00 2, 500. 00 25, 3. 00 88, 820, 00 83, 000. 00 200, 164. 66

475,43 2, 500. 00 25, 850, 00 88, &38. 00 83,000, 00 200,166, 43

80, 247,87 2,500.00 25,350, 00 72,804.00 68, 685. 00 169, 588, 37

- 30,109, 81 2, 500,00 25,350, 00 T2, 200. 00 69, 095. 00 169, 344, 81

32,087.81 2,500, 00 25,350, 00 64, 651, 00 65, 450, 00 190, 068, 31

82,171.19 2,500.00 25, 350. 00 64, 592. 00 65, 450. 00 180, 063, 19

48 B42. 54 2, 500,00 25, 350, 00 48, 271.00 44, 525,00 160, 488, 54

48, T23.81 2, 500. 00 25,350.00 48, 875. 00 .44,52&11) 160,473, 81

48, 508. 29 2,500, 00 25,850, 00 48, 475. 00 44, 525. 00 169, 448, 29

81,983,852 4, 000, 00 25, 350. 00 76, 918. 00 70,904, 00 208, 105, 32

1,511.49 4,000.00 25,850, 00 72,651, 00 £3,000.00 186, 542, 49

............................ el W5 T U W TRy (et ) 1) Bl a B | [ el it | [ L, [, e, A

T TR A T ) M WSt W ST IO 2 L o sy ey R v Ml e e o o

. March 8, 1599,
GOOTRIA coveee covrararnnnnmmssenonss] 3, 600, 000.00
3, 800, 000. 00
8, 600, 000, 00
4,000, 000, 00
|
10141, 800, 00 tracts not yet awarded.
1,141, 800,00
1, 141, 800, 00
1,141, 800. 00
1,141, 800.00
COMB ... 1,141, 800. 00
For above-named vessels...... | cecuennennn..] 6,002,402.00 | oonomeeaans P S, SRS, FA S O ——— Pl L T
For vessels authorized since,
and including, the act of
FJuly m,ilm e T i s e B R < o e e e e o wa o e d e A4 S5 e K3 8 e S o S g L

'or equipment of above-

MAMER vaala ot et PR WY SRR M [N R O o e

Potalic- - 51, 860, 800, 00 im,sm,m 00 [19,301,224.00 | 16,801.944.75 | 618, 044.48 | 21,465,263.00 | 15,253, 845.00 | 8,480, 912.00 | 62,570, 610.23

a Contract not yet awarded.
Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I wounld be untrue to myself | is to me a matter of regret. I myself agree in some things with

if 1 did not con

tulate the gentleman from Ilinois [Alr.
who has just taken his seat npon the masterful ehowing which he
has made in his report, and upon the conclusion of the arduous
labors in committee that have accompanied the birth of this bill,
That the committee itself did not come to a unanimous agreement

0ss]

the floor of
to sign the minori
Mr. Chairman, the past shows that a powerful navy for the

L

report.

the minority and agree in others with the majority. But 1 be-
lieved it to be my duty,if I had any fight to make, to make it upon
this House, as I have heretofore done, and I declined

T
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American nation is a vital necessity. Without it we may become
the prey of the robber nations of the earth; without a great
navy, I will undertake to say, we to-day might be at war with
Great Britain over the Alaska boundary. Her rapacity toward
the Boers is due to her greed for gold; and there is as much gold
in Alaska as in the Transvaal. 1t is the fact that we are prepared
for war that saves us from trouble with the powers of Europe.
From the days of the battle of Salamis down {o the lpresent a
strong nayy has been the safety of a maritime nation. It was the
battle of Salamis that drove Xerxes from Greece, not the fight at
the pass of Thermopyl@. It was the battle in the bay that sent
g;:n w:;'rling back across the Hellespont into Asia, where he
onged.

When Hannibal invaded Italy and maintained himself there
for seventeen years withount reenforcement, it was not the Roman
legions that drove him to Africa; it was the Roman ships which
conveyed Scipio’s army there and forced Hannibal to follow it in
a vain effort to defend Carthage. It was the n“ti that made
Venice the supreme mistress of the commerce of the world for
centuries. The Mediterranean Sea was practically a Venetian
lake. becaunse of the Venetian navy. It was her navy that after-
wards made Holland tll::dmb?emg; i?f tthe sea, And it was Eot
until the English navy n t to proper proportions that
Von Tromp was compelled to pull down his 'gxi‘gom and acknowl-
edge its supremacy. It was our Navy that won the most brilliant
victory in the Revolution. Admiral Paul Jones in his fight with
the Serapis and the Countess of Scarborough gave the Revolution
an impeg:s that put behind our forefathers not only the sympathy
of Europe, but substantial aid in the way of dollars and of French
battle ships.

Panl Jones, an American admiral, was the only man in either
Army or Navy who had invaded England since the days of the
battle of Hastings, The whole British coast was in alarm. He
landed at different places, and drew in plunder the same as the
English themselves drew it in when they sacked the city of Pekin.

It was by the aid of the French navy that we achieved the final
trinmph of the American Revolution—the surrender of Cornwallis
at Yorktown. Without the activity of the French fleet under the
Count de Grasse, Cornwallis would have escaped. A British fleet
was hastening to hissnccor; but when its commander learned that
a French fleet of snperior force was already in the Chesapeake, it
turned back to New York,

It was Nelson, and not Wellington, who was the leading factor
in the downfall of Napoleon. The victories of the British navy at
Aboukir, Copenhagen, Cape St. Vincent, and Trafalgar destroyed
all his ho France was practically cut off from the rest of the
world. er commerce was utterly rnined. and she was compelled
to feed upon herself until her resources were exhausted.

It was the American Navy that gave ns peace in the treaty of
Ghent in the war of 1812. Hull had surrendered an American
army at Detroit. Commodore Perry, within 100 miles of that city,
demolished a British fleet—the first time that American vesse
had met an English fleet—and sent to Washington the immortal
dispntci:, **We have met the enemy, and they are ours.” [Ap-

lanse. -
g Scott had been driven back at Niagara and Lundy’s Lane; Wil-
kinson had made a fiasco on the northern border; but the guns of
the American Navy were heard on Lake Champlain, where Com-
modore McDonough sent the English fleet to the bottom. [Ap-

ause. -

plWasl!ington. your own proud capital, had been eaptured by the
British, and this building burned, our monuments defaced, the
White House destroyed, your President became a fugitive in
the forests of Virginia: but the victories of Decatur, of Commo-
dore Stewart, of Bainbridge. and of old Isaac Hull in the Consti-
tution were a sufficient recompense for the destruction of the city
of Washington. [Applause.] In only one instance in that war
did the army achieve a victory. and that was at the Saranac, for
the battle of New Orleans, it will be remembered, was fought long
after the treaty of peace was signed. _

The total destruction of the Turkish navy by the allied fleets at
Navarino rescued Greece from the clutches of the followers of
the Prophet and restored to her her freedom.

It was the American Navy that gave us the victory in the war
with Mexico. Taylor had marched across the Nueces, across the
Colorado, across the Rio Grande; he had taken Monterey; he had
reached the plains of Buena Vista and wiped ont Santa Anna’s
army; but it was Scott who went to the city of Mexico through
the aid of the American Navy, which bombarded the castle of San
Jluaan d:fi! Ulloa and gave him a landing place at Vera Cruz. [Ap-
plause, s
It was the American Navy that sounded the knell of doom for
the Confederacy when gallant old F t broke the iron barrier,

the forts of Jackson and St. Philip, and captured the city
of New Orleans. And it was all done before McClellan left the
Peninsnla. The Confederacy was split in twain when the Missis-
sippi was opened. The fate of the Confederacy was sealed the

instant the ports of the Sounth were declared under blockade by
President Lincoln. If*the Confederacy had had a navy, and if
things had been more equal both on sea and on land, we would
have had two nations in existence to-day where there is only one.

It was the ngf, I may add, that won the Spanizh war. I be-
lieve that if Schley and Sampson had been left to their own in-
spiration, or had received the orders that Dewey received, they
would have gone into Santiago Harbor withount sending an army
down there to storm San Juan and El Caney.

It was the Navy, under Dewey, that destroyedthe Spanish fleet
and won the empire in the East; and it was the Navy that finall
brought proud Spain to her knees with her hands held npward,

acknowledging her subjugation. [Applause.]
So, Mr. Chairman, I say that tlfe ﬁa.vy is a vital necessity to
the United States as well as to all other maritime nations, This

vital neceseity is recognized bgethe people of the country—North
and South, Eastand West. T Eecple to-day are clamoring foran
increase of the Navy becaunse t know its usefulness, becanse
they know it is a never-failing defender, because they know it is
a never-failing aggressor, when war breaksout. Inamaultiplicity
of ships there is safety.

Now, what have we done, and what are we doing, to carry out
the wishes of the ple? We have three battle ships on the
stocks, and no method of procuring armor for them. We have
three more battle ships and three armored cruisers authorized, and
a string attached to each in the shape of a provision that they
shall not be even contracted for unless the best armor manufac-
tured can be obtained at $300 a ton. We propose to authorize in
this bill the building of two more battle ships, three more ar-
mored cruisers, and three protected cruisers. Shall there be a
string attached to them also? Can men face their constituents
after authorizing the construoction of these battle ships and cruis-
ers, and then refusing to provide the money for furnishing the
armor for them? Why, sir, it seems to me like voting for a decla-
ration of war and refusing the funds necessary to carry on the
war. I believe that the people demand to-day not only the prompt
construction of the ships already authorized but also the construe-
tion of as many more vessels,

For nearly five years have some of these ships remained withont,
armor. I well remember speecheson this floor in which we were
told that we could get armor for $200 a ton. Very well; we tried
it. No ships were built, The man wanted a twenty-year con-
tract, with a jﬁ!ed;f that a fleet of ships should be built each year,
and went back on his promise; he could not furnish armor at $200
a ton. Then we reached a point where, after authorizing the con-
struction of ships, we attached a string to the authorization in
another manner—this was June 10, 1896:

Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy is hereby directed to examine
into the actual cost of armor plate and the price for the same which shounld
be equitably paid, and shall report the result of his investigation to
atits next session, at a date not later than January 1, 1867; and no con
for armor plate for the vessels aunthorized by this act shall be made nuntil
such report is made to Congress.

That was the condition then, and a similar condition exists to-
day., The ships are aunthorized by you, and then you attach a
string and by pulling it get no ships at all. The ships are still
unbuilt. We have gone through a war since then, and not one of
these ships was built before war was declared, and not one was
available during the war. [Applause.]

Mr. RIDGELY, Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
gquestion?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Oh, yes, with pleasure.

Mr. RIDGELY. Did we not at a later date legislate on this
matter of the Price of the armor plate for our naval increase?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, at the next session of Con-
gress you provided that the price shonld not exceed $400 per ton
for armor inferior to the Krupp armor, but at the last session of
Congress you provided that snperior armor should not be obtained
unless it could be had at $300 a ton—an impossible price. If yon

ay $400 a ton for the old harveyized armor, certainly the new
?impp armor is worth at least as much, and yet yon limited the
price to $300 a ton. In other words, you ]irovide that the best
armor shall be furnished at $100 per ton less than the sum you
have eﬁlmssed yourselves willin%et,o pay forinferiorarmor. You
practically determined, as I said before, that you would anthorize
the ships, but yon took special care to prevent the building of

them, i.%gp]ause.]

Mr. R ELY. In view of the statement of the gentleman as
to the armor heretofore provided, which has been termed *“ rotten,”
isit not about time that the Government shonld undertake to
make its own armor and prevent that abuse to which the gentle-
man has referred?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Why did you vote to put the price of this
“rotten armor ” at $400 a ton—— 7

Mr. RIDGELY (interrupting). It was not done by my vote.
The question I have asked the gentlemnan is, 1f he does not think it
about time that we make our own armor?

Mr, CUMMINGS, I think that itis time, Mr. Chairman, that
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this conntry understood that the lives of its sailors, its marines,
and others connected with the naval service have been endan-
and menaced when this Government found itself involved
in war by the action of Congress in regard to this guestion of
armor plate, prplanse.tL 1 say that the men who fought with
Dewey at Manila and with Schley at Santiago are entitled to the
best protection the Giovernment can give, by placing the best
armor on its battle ships that can be made, by metallic furniture,
and by all other life-saving devices,
Mr. RIDGELY. And is not the best protection possible gnar-
anteed by making onr own armor at home, by our own Govern-
ment, and under our own supervision, to the end that no con-

tractor be allowed to impose on nus?
Mr. CUMMINGS (continuing). We anthorize two battle ahzﬂu
here to-day, and six cruisers, and here is the same old story and the

sameold stringover andoveragain. 'We will not contractforthem,
gentlemen say, until we build an armor-plate fuctoryand can man-
ufacture the armor for them ourselves. We will delay the con-
struction three years more, taking in the three battle ships and
three cruisers authorized in the last session, and the three battle
ships under confract, authorized in the first session of the Fifty-

Co: , thus making u total delay'of eight years inthecon-
struction of some of these ships. On the score of alleged economy
you are opposing expenditure that the world recognizes as an
absolute necessity. ﬁg use. ]

Mr. RIDGELY. not the gentleman think it will be better
to have even some little delay than to authorize the continnous
purchase of the rotten armor which end rs the lives of our
seamen and officers and adds no credit o our Navy, but squanders

thgeogle's money?

. CUMMINGS. Ah, Mr. Chairman, this is not the rotten
armor., The gentleman is mistaken in that. It is the Krupp
armor to which I have referred. It has been approved by
Navy Department after the most careful tests. 1t is an armor
that is subjected to seven different treatments before its comple-
tion, and not heated once or twice, as was the case with the
old harveyized armor. Itis one-third lighter than the harvey-
ized armor, with an equal power of resistance. The world has
moved. There has been some progress in armor-plate making, as
the ﬁenﬂemsn will learn if he examines the subject carefully.
The hardening process in the harveyized plate did not—conld not—
extend more than an inch below the surface, no matter how thick
the plate. In this Krupparmor the hardening process penetrates
the plate one-third of its thickness. It is of a fibrous nature
where it is not hardened, while the other is granulated. There is
as much difference between them as there is between paper and
gheet iron.

Mr. RIDGELY, Have we ever had any evidence of fraud dem-
onstrated by turning in armor for our battle ships that was not
up to the standard?

r. CUMMINGS. Now,Mr.Chairman, it seems to me that the
ﬁnﬂemsn is circling around in the same groove. [Langhter.]

e coines back to the point he started from. I have stated that
the armor provided here is not the old harveyized armor which
was at one time found to be defective, but an armor of entirely
different material.

Mr. RIDGELY. I have been su ing my inquiries to the
gentleman in all courtesy to him. point is that we are liable
to have frands committed npon us as long as we arewi]linﬁ to ac-
cept the armor plate manufactured by ontsiders. Their object is
simply to swell their profits; my plan iz to make the armor our-
gelves and save this exorbitant cost and enjoy the knowledge that
we are doing the very best we can for the Government and for the

people.

Mg'. CUMMINGS. AndIhave answered the gentleman in the

same spirit. I have answered the point he is making. His sug-
tion for a Government plang, if carried out, would involve a
ong delay and the presence of a score of naval i in each
factory to watch the progress of this work, after it is construeted.

Mr. RIDGELY, Isthat not true now, as far as the inspection
is concerned?

Mr. CUMMINGS, Ah, there is an inspection, of course. But
there are only one or two inspectors in each factory. It would
require a dozen or twenty in a Government manufactory. Now,
Mr. Chairman—

Mr. GaiNgs and My, GRIFFITH rose,

Mr. CUMMINGS. Now,Mr, Chairman, I am perfectly willin
to stand here by the hour answering questions if they are pat.
will yield to my distinguished friend from Nashville.

Mr.GAINES. Thesame men who made therotten armor plate,
which you reported shounld be condemned, are to make the pp
armor plate, are they not?

Mr. CUMMINGS. 1 know nothing whatever concerning that;
but if it is made, and made cheaper than any nation in Europe
mys for it, and the Government inspectors do their duty, weshall

ve done our duty to the men behind the guns when our battle
phips and armored cruisers are engaged with the enemy,

Mr, GAINES. The fact is that the same company that owns
the Erupp process and is to make this armor plate is composed of
the same men who made the rotten armor plate which yon con-
demmned in a report to the Fifty-third Congress.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Oh, no; the Eethlehem Company own the
Krupp process as well as the Carnegis Company.

Mr, VE M. ALDEN SMITH. And that process has been tested

", COMMIN i

. CO GS. Yes. And Congress has been paying will-
ingly $400 n ton for the inferior armor, and now it is proposed to
limit the p armor to $300 per ton.

Now, Mr, C I disagreed with the policy of the Naval
Committee in some respects, but I propose to stand by it as far as
m{ conscience will allow,

: with the committee when they refused to provide
for the of gunboats. The Secretary of the Navy had
asked for the construction of 13 gunboats, When Admiral Dewey
came before the committee he testified that he thonght he would
rather have battle ships than gunboats. We had captured four
Spanish gunboats when Manila was taken—that is, Dewey had
raised the wrecks. Since then we have bought a lot of little 51(:).[1—
boats—some not as large as canal boats—from the Spanish Gov-
ernment. Admiral Dewey, while before the committee, said he
thought we did not want any more gunboats, and he would take
two or three battle ships in the place of them. Well, the com-
mittee gave him two battle ships, althongh the Secretary had not
asked for them; but while Secretary Long was before the com-
mittee he said he would have asked for them if he had thought he
conld get them,

Now, I believe in gunboats. I think that boats the size of the
Helena and vessels of that class are the very thing that the na-
tion needs. We mnst continue a protectorate over Cuba at least
until they form a government, and it looks to me now as though
they would not be able to form one for the next five years, and
we must have ships for servico on the coast of Porto Rico and
among the islands of Hawaii. There is nothing souseful in such
waters as gunboats. We certainly need them for the Philippines.
Those bought and captured from the Spaniards may ca for
the present, as Admiral Dewey suggests. 1 am in favor of keep-
ing these gunboats in the Philippines :]ust as long as there is a
rebel in arms in those islands, [Applause.] en the islands
are conquered, I am in favor of treating them exactly as we treat
Cuba. ey were both in rebellion agamst Spain, and of the two

ibly the Filipinos were a little more gallant in fighting the
paniards—at least fully as gallant as were the Cunbans—and they
are entitled to the same treatment. Sure it is that Aguinaldo
and his Tagals supported Dewey’s attack on Manila 2s heartily -
as did Garcia the assaunlt of Shafter and Wheeler on Santiago.
Gunboats are needed there and are certainly needed elsewhere.
I think it unwise to lop them off entirely in view of the recom-
mendation of Secretary Long. 'We ought at least fo split the
difference with him, and give him half of what he asked for.

1 differed with the committee on the question of sheathed ships.
‘While they took Dewey's word with regard to the battle shipsand
gunboats, they refused to take his word as to sheathed ships. He
said that a sheathed ghip wonld run two years and maintain her
speed without docking, whereas an unsheathed ship had to be
docked at least once in every nine months, He acknowled
that the Charlesion was lost on a sunken reef in the Philippine
Islands because she was not sheathed. When asked whether, in
his opinion, she could have been saved if she had been sheathed.hs
replied that at that same time a British war vessel ran upon an un-
known reef and was pulled off in safety becanse she was sheathed.
That seemed to me conclusiveevidence that the battle ships which
we were anthorizing in this bill should be sheathed.

But I compromised. We agreed to leave the matter to the Sec-
retary of the Navy, and if the Secretary thinks it best to have
them in the docks once in nine months instead of once every two
years he may sit down unpon the project. Iam willing to trust
Johin D. Long, and 1 believe the people are willing to do so.

Mr. CLA of Missouri. If it was demonstrated to the satis-
faction of the comnfittes that the sheathed ships were the best,
why did not the committee report that way?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Well, they did not. It was demonstrated
to my satisfaction.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Why did they not?

_ Mr. CUMMINGS. Because we did not have the votes to carrg
if, and some of the gentlemen who signed the minority report di
not vote for it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, Have you got a proposition in here
to have sheathed ships?

Mr. CUMMINGS. No, sir; I have not. I agreed to compro-
mise, and I am man enough to stand by it. It may become an
omnxiva compromise for the nation: but if so, the committee and
J D. [ﬁ(must bear the responsibility. My skirts are clear.

Mr, CL of Missouri. 1t seems to ine that while we are
spending the money to build ships it is good sense to build the
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very best ships that it is possible to build with the light that you
have before you now.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. Will my colleague permit me
to make a statement?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Certainly.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. The gentleman from New York,
inadvertently, no doubt, has failed to state the exact position of
the committee on this question. There is a controversy in the
Navy Department. The gentleman omitted to state that. There
is a difference of opinion in the Department as to whether it is
best to sheathe our ships or not.

Mr. CUMMINGS. [ will state it now. The Navy Department
is peculiarly constructed. One year its board decides it best to
have sheathed ships. That was done a year or two ago. After-
wards England built some unsheathed battle ships; shipsintended
for use on her own coast, and not to be sent to foreign harbors.
Of course. onr Navy was compelled to follow the example set by
England. |[Laughter.] Whether the Secretary of State was con-
sulted or not I can not say. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. HOPKINS, Does the gentleman mean to say that this new
board sim&li{foliowed the example of England?

Mr. CU ING3. The new board decided that sheathed ships
werenot needed. Boardsare at times necessarv contrivances, but
not necessarily useful. Take the case of the Holland. Here wasa
board that were to make a report on the submarine boat Holland.
Under a bill, passed by Congress two or three years ago, it was

rovided that so much money should be paid for a submarine boat
if she fulfilled specified requirements, ell, the board tested her
to see whether she did fulfill the requirements. They came back
and reported that she did, but at the same time expressed the
opinion that submarine boats were nseless—England wasnot build-
ing any of them, [Launghter.] The Navy Department, however,
has bought the boat, and I have had the honor of introducing a
bill providing for the purchase of 20 more of them, Iam strongly
of the opinion that the provision ought to have been inserted in
this appropriation bill, and I think those who have seen the Hol-
land’s surprising performances will agree with me. I will an.
swer for Admiral Dewey.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Does the evidence before your com-
mittee show that sheathed shipsure better than unsheathed ships?

Mr, CUMMINGS. In my (I?Finion it does.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Then there ought not be any atten-
tion paid to the board.

Mr. DAYTON. I know my friend from New York is frank
enough to say that there is a vast deal of testimony in regard to
that, and there is a difference of opinion on it—some just as sin-
cere in saying that the unsheathed ship is better and a saving of
expenditure, and therefore a compromise was reached, leaving it
to the Navy Department to decide upon all the evidence as to
what should be done.

Mr. Hopkins and others rose.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Let me reply to my friend from West Vir-
ginia, The evidence in my opinion shows that the sheathed ship
is tar better, but that it does cost much more to build it.

Mr. DAYTON. My friend will allow me. All the evidence, in
my judgment, leavesit exceedingly doubtful whetherthe sheathed
ship is not better, but it is clear that it costs hundreds and hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars more to sheath it.
a“Mr. HOPKINS. Now, if the gentleman from New York will

oW me.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, how much time have I?

Mr, HOPKINS. We will give you all the time you want.

Mr. CUMMINGS. But I agreed to give some of my time to
other gentlemen. )

Mr. DAYTON. Iwant to say, Mr. Chairman, at present, in
the absence of the acting chairman, that the gentleman shall be
yielded from our side any additional time he needs. .

Mr. HOPKINS. Now will the gentleman yield to me for a

question?
Mr, CUMMINGS. Yes, sir. o - :
Mr, HOPKINS. AsIunderstand the statgment, it is, with this

conflict of evidence as to the S:oper construction of the vessels,
the matter is left to the Navy Department?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Tothe Secretary of the Navy, not the Navy
Department. ;

Mr, HOPKINS. That is whatIwanted to get at, because under
the statement of the gentleman from New York we would have
one class of vessels sheathed, as I understand. one year, and then
the other board wounld decide differently on another class,

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thatisthedifference. [Itall rests, however,
with the Secretary. He may, and probably will, refer it to the
board, but is not forced to abide by its decision.

Mr. DAYTON. Permitmetosay tothegentleman thatit might
be a very desirable thing to have some vessels sheathed. For cer-
tain purposes, at different parts of the earth, they may be very
desirable, and af others unsheathed might be desired,

Mr. CUMMINGS. That is a fact. A sheathed vessel would
undoubtedly be far more useful a thousand miles from a dock
than one unsheathed.

Mr. THROPP. Can yon give us a statement of the cost of a
sheathed vessel as againrst an nnsheathed—that is, the increase in
percentage?

Mr. WHEELER of Eentucky. A quarfer of a million of dol-
lars to sheathe a battle ship.

Mr. CUMMINGS. A quarter of a million of dollars to sheathe
a battle ship.

Mr. THROPP. About 5 per cent.

Mr, CUMMINGS. Yes. Now, Mr. Chairman, the committee
was unable to agree as to thequestion of building ships at thenavy-
yards, Well, there is a great deal to be said on both sides of this
question. Ithoughtthat withthreebattleships and three armored
croisers not contracted for, and with two more battle ships and
six more cruisers, armored and protected, but not contracted for,
we conld afford at least to again try the experiment of building
themin the navy-yards. Itis a favorable time for doing so. The
Secretary of the Navy, however, is opposed to it. He says they
will cost twice as much ps vessels built elsewhere and take twice
the time for construction. He also thought the yards would be
more or less susceptible to political influences. Possibly he is
right. He undonbtedly knows far more about that than I do. I
have no doubt that it will cost more to build these ships in the
navy-yards than it would to build them under contract, and for
this reason: The work of the Government is done under the eight-
hour system; the contractors work their men from nine to ten,
eleven totwelve honrs. So that of necessity it must cost more to
build the ships in the navy-yards than it would under contract.
But I took occasion to get a statement from Captain Sigsbee con-
cerning the construction of vessels in the English, the French,
and the German navy-yards. The period covered is approxi-
mately five years for France and Germany, and a little less for
England, but in all cases the period for dockyard and private
construction is the same. The rate of wages was comparativel
the same in both the Government and private yards. It too
much longer to construct the vessels in the Government than in
the private yards. I will not read the figures but will insert Cap-
tain Sigsbee’s statement and figures at the close of my remarks as
an appendix,

Mr. BELL. Will the gentleman yield to me for a question?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes.

Mr. BELL. I want tosuggest that all the officers in the Navy
Department say that they can build guns munch cheaper in the
navy-yards than by contract. And they have tested that. Why
can not they build ships cheaper?

Mr. CUMMINGS. That does not affect my statement; I am
talking about ships, and not guns. I doubt the veracity of my
friend’s informant, all the same, Of course every constructor in
the Navy wants a job, and would be glad to see all the ships built
in the navy-yards; and so would I if they eould be built as cheaply.
But I think some of these vessels ought to be constructed in the
navy-yards, as a matter of justice to the men who work eighf
hours a day in those yards. Why the Government should give
these men eight hours for a day’s work and then take the work
away from them is something I can not understand.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Does twelve hours constitute a
day’s work in the contract yards?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Ithasbeenso, andit ma{besoinsomayards
to-day. None of these contracting yards work eight hours aday.
‘We passed a bill long ago making eight hours' workimperative on
all contract work done for the Government——

Mr., WM, ALDEN SMITH. Iam in favor of that now.

Mr. CUMMINGS (continuing). Butonarualing of the Attorney-
General, or in some other way, the men failed to obtain the bene-
fitof it. For instance, a stonecutter would hire a lot next to the
Government plat, and work his men ten or twelve hours, and then
take the stone over to the Government building and putit in place
on the eight-hour schedule.

Mr. SIMS. Did we not pass a bill at the last Congress, which
fa.}]ed tgg go through the Senate, to correct that very evil which you
refer to?

Mr. CUMMINGS, Iam speaking of the one that passed both
Houses long before that. I am sorry that the other did not pass
the Senate. And right here I may say, Mr. Chairman, that there
is an eight-hour bill now pendinq]in the Committee on Labor, in-
tended to correct the defects of the present luw. Those opposing
it have declared, if 1t is passed by Congress, that they will not
make any bids for Government work. They declare that it
would be ruinous for them to accept Government work under
its provisions. If this is so, it may be necessary for the Govern-
ment to have all its ships bunilt in the Government yards.

Now, Mr. Chairman, no man can find any fault with the con-
tract work done for the Government in the way of building ships.
The contractors have been amply paid for the work, in the way of
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speed premiums, in addition to the contract price. Buf they have
given us the finest ships in the world. No vessel has ever sailed
the seas that could surpass the Oregon, or the Indiana, the Massa-
chusetts, and the Iowa. If the Government can produce ships
equal to them in the navy-yards, under an eight-hour schedule,
and complete them as promptly, I am in favor of its doing so, if
it does cost from two hundred thousand to five hundred thousand
dollars more for each vessel.

Mr. PEARCE of Missouri. Right onthat point. Is it nottrue
that the Government has already constructed equally good ships
in the navy-yard?

hl_ﬁr. CUMMINGS. The Government never constructed a battle
ship.

l\l[‘r. WHEELER of Kentucky. The Texas.

Mr. CUMMINGS. She is not a first-class battle ship, but is
known as a second-class ship. Her plans were brought from
England by Secretary Whitney, and they were altered in every
way before she was completed.

Mr. PEARCE of Missonri. She isa battleshipaccording tothe
testimony of the officers.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Sheis not a battle ship in the class with the
gndiana, Massachuselts, and Oregon.

Mr. PEARCE of Missouri., She has the best gun platform in
the Navy mi;l}%.

Mr, CUM GS. She ought to have something good about
her, as either she or the Raleigh sank before she left her dock.
Various other disasters happened to her before she became the
serviceable vessel she is to-day. She did good work at Santiago.

Mr. RIDGELY. Does the gentleman from New York believe
it is best for Congress to legislate so as to provide Government
plants for the construction and equiFment and finishing of these
vessels, and also for the protection of labor?

Mr. CUMMINGS, The Government has plants already. The
old Maine, the one that was blown up, and the Cincinnali were
built in Brooklyn; the Teras and the Raleigh were built in Norfo.k.

Mr. RIDGELY. I understood the gentleman to be arguing
against the building of Lattle ships lg the Government——

Mr, CUMMINGS. No, sir; you did not understand me cor-

rectly.

Mr. RIDGELY (continuing). Becausewe have to takelabor at
eight hours a day.

Mr. CUMMINGS. No,sir; Iadduced that as an argument why
we ought to build some of them in the yards. We have no right
to concede our employees eight hours a day and then take the work
away from them because firms who exact ten hours a day from
their workmen can build them cheaper.

Mr. RIDGELY. Thatis what I say.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thatis what Isay. [Laughter.]

Mr. RIDGELY. Iam in favor of that and of making armor
plate too; that is my position. :

Mr, CUMMINGS. Well, when you come to armor plate, we
have the Indiana, the Massachusells, the Oregon, the lowa, the
Kearsarge, and the Kentucky finished. We have the Illinois, the
Alabama, and the Wisconsin nearly finished, We have the Maine,
the AMissouri, the Ohio, the Pennsylvania, the New Jersey, the
Georgia, the West Virginia, the Nebraska, and the Ca!i{lomfa
unfinished. Why? Because you have refused to pass any law in
this House or in the other by which armor plate can be provided
for them. Six battle ships and three armored crunisers held up
for want of armor, and youn propose to throw eight more ships
into the game category until an armor-plate factory is established.
Seventeen great men-of-war aunthorized to be built by the vote of
the very House that refuses to provide armor for them unless it
can get it at half the price paid by England, France, Germany,
Russia, and Japan.

Mr. RIDGELY. And because the influence of contractors has
been sufficient to defeat the provisions under which we could have
done this work ourselves.

Mr. CUMMINGS. And you want to delay the construction of
these ghips five years more until we can have an armor-plate fac-
tory built by the Government. Why, it will take you full two
years to select the site alone.

Mr. RIDGELY. No.sir. Iwant, simnltaneously with the pro-
visions for the completion of these vessels, a provision for the con-
struction of a Government armor-plate factory. Let us do both
at once,

Mr. CUMMINGS. Why do you not have a Government tin
factory, a Government nail factory, a Government ham factory?
‘We get all these things under contract.

Mr. RIDGELY. That is the point[have been trying to get the
gentleman to confess—that he is absolutely opposed to the Gov-
ernmeut building its own armor factory.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Nonsense! Iconfessnothing. Iwantthese
ships completed, and am not in favor of holding them up for the
establishment of a Government factory as long as we can get the
armor at a less price than European and Asiatic nhtions pay.

Nine ships are already held up, some of them aunthorized four years
ago, and it is pro to make the number 17, all becanse this
ouse will not vote money to get armor for them,

Mr. RIDGELY. And becaunse Congress will not vote to estab-
lish a Government armor-plate factory,

Mr, CUMMINGS. Icomplimentthe gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. WHEELER]. He very sensibly agreed to provide armor for
three of these ships at any price that the Secretary of the Navy
might seefit topay. But after that he wanted the othersreserved
for the building of an armor plant. While I sympathize with him
in some respects, I believe that we can not construct these ships
too soon.

I know—it has been demonstrated before the committee by the
naval authorities in a way that cannot be revealed to the House—
that if we pay $5345 per ton for this Krupp armor, we are getting
it lower than any nation in Europe pays to-day for the same
armor. England has on the stocks under contract a vessel for
the armor of which she pays $587 per ton. The Crampsare baild-
ing a Russian war vessel to-day for which Russia pays 85065 per
ton for Krupp armor. They have built a vessel for Japan, the
armor of which cost $575 per ton. The French are building a
vessel for which %605 a ton is being paid. And I have the assur-
ance of one of the officers of the Navy Department, who has had
the figures before him, that Japan has paid in one instance $700
a ton for the same armor. The Krupps take out of the German
Government nearly 8600 per ton for their armor. Now, Mr. Chair-
man, as long as the United States can obtain this Krupp armor
cheaper than it can be obtained in Enrope, I am in favor of buying
it until we even up on the Navy. Then I will talk to you about
an armor-plate factory, if desirable.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. The price has been going up ever
gince the first discussion of this question.

Mr. CUMMINGS, Yes; it has. And I think it very likely it
may reach $645 a ton if we delay these ships longer.

A MeMBER. And we are getting better armor,

Mr, CUMMINGS. Yes; armor that has no blowholes in it; no
harveyized stuff, but the genuine article; something yon wonld
not be ashamed to wear yourself if you could. [Laughter.]

Mr. RIDGELY. Mr. Chairman—

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York [Mr,
CumMINGs] yield?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Oh, yes. 3

Mr. RIDGELY. I understand the gentleman’s position to be
that after we are fully supplied with battle ships. after we are
virtually through with this great stress of construction, he will
then take up and consider whether we had not better prepare our-
selves for the making of this armor b{ the Government.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I would either build the ships we have au-
thorized or I would stop authorizing them; one or the other.

Mr. RIDGELY. And I would authorize the bnilding of a plant
in connection with the building of the ships.

Mr, CUMMINGS, The market is being bulled all the time by
the course we are pursuing.

Now, Mr. Chairman, my friend from West Virginia [Mr. DAY-
TON] said that the total cost of the entire Navy of the United
States as it stands to-day is not more than we pay in one year for
pensions. I do not know how that remark struck my friend from
South Carolina [Mr. TALBERT], whom I do not see in his seat,
but itstruck measa sx?nsm' ing statement. Idonotknow whether
he counted in the vessels anthorized or not.

Mr. DAYTON. My friend will pardon me a moment. I did
not make my statement quite so broadly as the gentleman puts
it. I said, *little more than.” The ships authorized would be
about $40,000,000 more than the annual pension bill. I hope he
will permit me to say that I meant no disparagement of the pen-
sion bill, because I believe that measure to be just and right. I
snigly referred to it h%way of illustration.

. CUMMINGS. ell, if the Navy should cost double that
amonnt and shonld reach a maximum where it insured the safety
of the conntry, I wonld say we were getting it pretty cheap.

My friend from Illinois referred to the German navy. That
navy is to-day within 2,700 tons of the strength of the American
Navy, and that is what made Admiral Diedrich so cockey in the
Bay of Manila, [A&p]ause.]

he Emperor of Germany is ‘some pumpkins;” he * feels his
oats.” [Laughter.] For twoyears he has been struggling to sur-
ass this country in the size of its Navy. and to-day in the German
iechstag a bill is pending, which will undoubtedly pass. doubling
the size of the German navy—increasing her tonnage over 400,000
tons. 1 think that is a strong argument in favor of our building
the ships we have already authorized as soon as possible, and of
anthtoming the building of as many others as we can afford to
pay for.
was not unsusceptible to the inguiry made by the chairman of
the great Committee on Appropriations [Mr. CANNON| while my
friend from Illinocis [Mr. Foss] was occupying the floor. Heia
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one of the men whohold the purse strings of the nation. He takes
account of stock in every session of Congress, and in view of the
great volume of appropriations made at each session he wants to
cut his cloth according to its length. He wants to know where
**he is at,” and he received the desired information, and in the
same breath told you he was not opposed to your bill. [Applause.]

Nor are the people opposed toit. They will tolerate no more
delay in this armor-plate matter. You can not take up a news-
paper from the St. Croix to the Rio Grande or from Paget Sound
to Key Biscayne Bay without finding paragraphs advocating the

rompt increase of the Navy. They recognize the fact that the
gombardment. of New York by an enemy would entail thribble the
cost of our entire Navy.

I have always advocated its increase. No man in this House
rejoiced more than I rejoiced when men from the South dominated
the committee. and Mr, Herbert, of Alabama. was made its chair-
man, Talk about politiecs! You should have been here in the
Fifty-third Congress. when the leader of the minority, the gen-
tleman from Maine [ Mr. BouTELLE], nused two hours of the time
of the committee in general debate, in forty minutes of my
time, using it in denonciation of the South, charging you with be-
ing inimical to the Navy. In the twenty minutes left I demon-
st;:ted the secret of your former enmity, and prophesied & great
change.

The Robeson frauds were enough to sicken every honess man of
the Navy.and it was not until the advent of Secretaries Chandler
and Whitney that full confidence was restored. Under Secretary
Herbert's administration the prophecy was fulfilled.

Mr. GAINES. Did not Secretary Herbert recommend a Gov-
ernment armor-plate factory and did he not state the reason why,
saying that the manufacture of armor was in the hands of a mo-
nopoly that was holding up the Government?

r. CUMMINGS. 1 donot know that he did.

Mr, GAINES. He did.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Batheput in figuresshowing what it wonld
cost to establish an armor-plate factory. He made no recom-
mendation whatever in his report.

Mr,. SNODGRASS. What were those figures?

Mr. GAINES. They are in his report. He said it wounld cost
about $1,700,000,

Mr. CUMMINGS. The figures were from an English firm, and
I think he said $1,700,000 or less than $2.000,000, and he also said
that they could establish it in nine months, but it has since been
demonstrated that no man canbuild an armor-plate factory under
two or three years.

Mr. GAINES, But that armor-plate board had Mr, Frick be-
fore them as a witness to prove that, Mr. Frick was then a mem-
ber of the Carnegie firm.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Well, when it comes to the guestion of
proving things, Secretary Herbert proved by the Rohrer board
that it cost 3425 a ton, I think, to manufacture the plate of which
my friend from Kansas [Mr, RIDGELY] complained so bitterly a
w.

e ago.
Mr. WATSON. If my friend will pardon me, I will say that
after all his.investigation and along that line he made
no recommendation whatever as to the establishment of an armor-
plate factory by the Government.

Mr. C WINGS. Thatis my understanding.

Mr. GAINES. He certainly did, and told me so a few daysago
personally. He makes the recommendation in his report.

Mr. DAYTON. Ibegthegentieman’spardon, He will find that
statement is not verified by the facts. I

Mr. GAINES. It is verified by the record, and he said it was
on account of heing in the hands of a monopo'y.

Mr. WATSON. I do not know what Mr, Herbert stated to the
gentleman personally, but the record shows that no such recom-
mendation was made, and the gentleman can not show any record
that discloses any snch statement on the part of Secretary Herbert.

Mr, CUMMINGS. I think the gentleman from Indiana is cor-

rect.

Mr. GAINES, Itisinhisreport, and if you will get it you will
see it.

Mr. WATSON, The gentleman from Tennessee had better get
the report. I am familiar with it, and the recommendation which
the gentleman of is not there.

Mr. CUMMINGS. As I said before, I donot care what it costs,
as long as it does not cost more than $545 per ton to supply armor
for our vessels to-day. We want the vessels co . Wedo
not want them hug up here where nobody can reach them—hung
up over the table like a mackerel in Ireland, where yon can point
at it, but not eat it. .

If we are to have an increased mavy, it is time to stop talking
and begin work. Authorizing it will not build it; yon must pro-
vide armor and do it promptly. Either do this or stop the au-
thorization of vessels. Do one thing or the other. I believe that
the people of the country, ten to one, demand a decrease in the

Army and an increase in the Navy; and as long as I remain in
this House I intend to voice that demand,
Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH, Foreign powers are doing that, are
thﬁr not?
r, CUMMINGS. Yes: that is what foreign nations are doing.
Germany is doing it, Euﬁlsnd iust now is increasimg her army,
and at the same time utilizing her navy on land; for without the
s that were dragged toward Ladysmith and across the Mod-
er River by English sailors, the Boers probabiy would have been
to-day holding the Britons at bay at both Kimberley and Colenso.
So that you see the navy in some cases is equally as efficient on
land as on sea. And American sailors are not behind the Eng-
lish in this respect. Such men when on the sea are entitled to the
protection of the best armor that the world can produce. To hag-
gle about the price when it is imperatively needed is unmanly: to
haggle abont the price when it can be procured at a lower rate
than that paid by any other nation is more than unmanly; it is
little short of treason.
Mr. Chairman, I thank the committee for its kind attention
and also the gentlemen of the Committee on Naval Affairs for
yielding tho increased time, [Applause,]

APPENDIX.

STATEMEST OF CAPTAIN SIGSBEE REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION OF SHIPS
IN FOREIGN NAVY-YARDS.

The following tables give the list and tonnage of Government
ships building at Government dockyards and at private ship-
yards in the three principal shipbuild ng countries of Europe.

The total cost is in every case taken from the official reports,
and is probably correct so far as it goes. In the case of England
and Germany, a ship is laid down, few modifications are made,
and the consfruction is pushed through to completion. In the
case of France, the time occupied in completion after the ship
leaves the lannching ways is often several years, and man
changes are made, involving considerable expense; therefore it is
probable that French construction costs even more than here
represented,

he table of Ifalian construction shows thatin a given time
Government ah.lgbplng to the amount of 353,000,000 lire was built
in Government dockyards, and only 41,000,000 lire in privateship-
yards, Itis of importance, however, in this connection to men-
tion the fact that a period of gix to ten years has elapsed between
the beginning and completion of large vesseis in Italian dockyards,
and in sfriking contrast is the workdone by the two private firms
of Ansaldo & Co. and Orlando Bros.

In 1895 the Italian Government placed an order with the firm
of Ansaldo & Co. for an armored cruiser named Garibaldi, and
before she was launched the Argentine Government wished to
purchase her. The Italian Government agreed to the sale on the
condition that a second ship be built on the same lines and within
the period fixed for the delivery of the first. The new vessel was
fitted with water-tube boilers, whereby certain advantages were
gained; but when this second vessel was completed the Spanish
(Government was allowed to purchase, and she me the Cristo-
bal Colon. A third was laid down, rapidly completed, and again
the Argentine Republic coveted her and got ber, the ship :g
named the Pueyrredon. And now Messrs. Ansaldo have Iaunch
their fourth vessel of the same t She continues, so far, an
Italian ship, and is named the Garibaldi.

All these four vessels, it will be seen, have been floated within
about four years from the nning of the first, which is 4 splendid
performance. In the case of the last—the fourth vessel—the keel
was laid on September 21, 1898, while the launch took place on
June 29 last, about nine months from the laying of the keel. The
vessel was not a mere shell, either, for all the shafting wasin place
and finished up to the engine room. All the auxiliary engines in
the engine and boiler rooms were fitted, and where possible their

i were coupled up to them. All double-bottom pipes and
valves and bilge pipes and valves were fitted in place and finished.
Thus, instead of building only one ship leisurely, Messrs. Ansaldo,
by a ment with the Government, have Ewn able to build
four in about four years, representing a gress turnover of some
2,680,000 lire ins of 680,000 lire.

The Italian papers mention with considerable interest and pride
that there are now five firms in Italy competing for the construc-
tion of a class of battleships of 8,000 tons displacement, now
offered for bids by the ltalian Government.

In the same connection, the German papers mention the fact
that now there are in Germany five (formerly four) private yards

to build first-class battle ships, and nine (formerly six) °
firms prepared to build cruisers. It will benoticed that the latest
battle ships are principally assigned to private yards,

In the tables the money valnes are given in the coin of the sev-
eral countries, except in the last two tables in which, for purposes
of comparison, all are reduced to United States gold.
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Comparalive cosé &lips abroad built in government and in private dock- | Comparalive cost ships abrood bwill in government and in privafe dock-
e g S yards. o o e yards—Continued. s

BHIFS BUILT 1X GOVERNMENT DOUKYARDS. BUILT IN PRIVATE SHIPYARDS.
Dis- | 5 Clost par: Cost por
Name of yard or ton of Dis-
Name. Class. | place- builders. Cost. displace- Name. Class place Name of g‘xﬂ or Coet; ton of
Spon ment. ment. m%ut.
ENGLAND.
Tons, Francs. | Francs.
i i o B.8 9,517 | LaSeyne ........| 22,984,000 | 2,8413
"""" =i B—B‘ B.S 10,014 do - L 204 2,870.0
B S .| AB. 10,014 24,2750 | ...
1BS .| Ar.C 7,700 | 17,7007 | 2,800.3
BS Ar. 7,700 17,776,047 |oeenaaen
B S 15000 i : * | Guichen lor. 8,217 15,508,801 | 1,875:4
B.S. 15,000 | Chatham ... '%3 | Chateaurensult | Cr . 8,017 15,467,287 [ 1,920.3
BE 13:000 | Devonport Infernet O | g4 4,800,222 | 19704
B.S 14,000 | Chatham . T.B.D...| 1,59 8412281 | 5,601.8
BE o M S JEEBT e JEial
Cr-. 14, 100 | Pembroke 2 h Tl
Cr 800 | Portsmon J B 05 1,121, 108
Or o 800 | Pambroks oo e TeB. .| 1,008 10, 207, 200 |.
R oo e e R CIN A LB 1,76 13,523, 205
e LE00 0 e 06, e R g
Orsiis 5,750 | Portsmouth ..... 300, iy ¥
L3 e 2,135 | Bheerness ....... 154, B68
Brrasiss 2,200 | Portsmouth ..... 170,446
Ordnd o 2,200 Eham oo 154, 480
TUnpr.Cr.| 3,%0 | Sheerness ...... 207, 658

BUILT IN PRIVATE SHIPYARDS,

Thames Iron £654. 283
Works.
Laird Bros....... 884,115
Vickers ....c..... 859, T04
Tlmmkos Irom 1,060,817
1,004, 878
1,003, 460
1,004,748
e
00 43 BUILT IN PRIVATE DOCKYARDS,
701,174 |
171,516 GERMARY.
%’ ) Tons, Morks, AMarks.
.;.N' Ersatz Konig 11,081 | Germania Werks 10,830,000 | 1,780,556
o 760" Wilhelm.
S ’ -] 11,081 | Schichan Works:| 18,960,000 | 1,801.28
""""""" 11,081 | Blohm & Vess_..| 19,820,000 | 1,801.28
OF e SELR 11,081 | Schichau Works.| 19,980,000 | 1,801.28
Pr. B, 141 e L] |
12 iy BE D 11,061 s
Pr peishoied BB 15,081 | Germania Works| ... _____|________
P}'. \ 300, 508 L.Cr 5,628 | Vulean Works...| #0,110.000 | #1,618. 60
Pr. 188 204 | L.Cr 5,028 | Weser Worksa....| *0,110,000 | =1,618.69
P 135,018 L.Cr 5,900 | Vulcan Works._.| 99,250,000 | #1,567.79
4 8.Cr 2,645 | Germania Works 4,620,000 | 1,746.69
& e 8.Cr 4 e T 4,620,000 | 1,746.69
' 53652 8.Cr 2,045 | Weser Works... 4,620,000 | 1. 746,09
: 53 634 SRR 895 | Schichan Works.| 1,570,000 | 1,754.19
54860 | GBS 895 |..... R e 1,570,000 | 1,754.19
54,133
""""""" # These figures are inclusive of the costs of hull and machigery and gun
"""""""""""" armament: the costs of torpedo armament are not included, as the figures
are not available,
S BUILT IN GOVERNMENT DOCKYARDS, _—

Comparative cost ton of displacement of dockyard-built and contract-buill
uﬁ:’rpa.- ilemas stafed in United Stales dollars.

:
E

24,405,602 | 2,340
27, o i PR Cosat per ton of displace-
g'ﬁfg P28 dmou.mp:in ?mnﬁd hé’“bumm
081, 238, Date of rs of ships
EMG B s b S| B
ggﬁ-% é%g Government| Private
415,628 | 1.900.2 Gockyseds:| Stipgede.
8,517 20,484,177 | 8,152.3 ESGLAND,
] e&m7 20,807,188 | .
. 10,004 {.. 22 561,519 £32.0 | Battle ships, first class: Toms.
10,014 |- 22661,510 |.veerennn Canopus Jan., 1897 Ly
10,014 22501519 | Avg, 1807 | §3°0.80
12,418 24, as9'500 | 2,951,
7,700 16,308,847 | 2,118, Dec., 1565 20610 |-iooiiio
5,085 11,857,429 | 1,604 00%y 1908 o casy 2i9.70
2,452 | Rochefort .. 5,130,223 | 2,005 Jan., 1808 T
806 %%ﬁ 8,407, ApT, 1897 | 24120
""" 10,336, 050 Dec., 1500 BB | aoeens
H%g May, 1808 | ... . . 61,60
auchise ... d 2,081, 414 Jan., 1808 el
D boats of N at Cherbourg..|... ._........ o [ ) M e -
wic” }Sub """" rr: St cuclors % o, 58 Nnmw‘1m kz
} o . ¥
8boats . ........ T.B....| 508 12at 850,844 | ;
at 1,051,246 | Dec., 159 813.10
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Comparative cost per ton of displacement of dockyard-built and contract-built
ships; items stated in United States dollars—Continued.

Cost per ton of displace-
Bt Pl S
Date of ollars of ships bu
Name of ship. Di:lgll:l:e- l.?‘yhig in—
eel.
Government| Private
dockyards. yards.
FRANCE.
b 11,275 | July, 1804 $452.00
CIAZNO wooceinasan V2 ¥y T P S o
Buffren......cciiecreans b -y 7
e Y et 8,08 | July, 1897
Armored cruisers
Jeanned'Are 11,270 | Oct., 1806 3
Condé _...... AR i 34, e
Bolly ooenonias Ly e e e L e $457.40
Dupetit-Thouars........ Skl R A | e s
Montealm . .._.__....... L i e o et e e ek e 451.90
Cruizer, first class:
J : B T T 1L e e | b e B861.60
%1\ PR RN B e e B72.35
Jurien de la Gravidre .. 5,885 | Nov., 1807 884,90 |eeraneenaneenn
Cruisers, third class:
o e 2,452 | Mar., 1507
Imfernet. i oo A 881.45
Armored cruisers
Duplelx o el y (L SRS LR e
Dol e i (1 el SRR 445.70
Bome other classes:
La Hire (torpedo veasel) 896 | Dec., 1806 BYT.00 laivssnssmumsas
Torpedo-boat destroy-
BPE e RSy 1 Rl bigt UL S e St
DSl S O e e e e 1,061, 85
GERMANY,
Battle ghipa: Tons.
Kaiser Friedrich I1I....| 11,081
Battle ship “A" 11,081
Armored er 1¢:H
Fiirst Bismarck 10, 650
Orolmor A o 8,880
Protected crulsers:
BReYi i b, 628
Gazallo ... caamaeeaanaaa 2,845
Gunboat:
Ersatz Wolf. . cocccaiares 805
Torpedo-boat destroyers... 850
COMPARISON.

Cost of ships of varioys classes per ton of displacement.

B.S. |Ar.cr.| or, | or, |@.B,|6.B, |T7¢ B D,
Nation over | about | about | about | about| about S houn about
ation- 110,000 [ 11,000 | 5,700 2,400 | 1,000 [ 700 | %S 300
tons, | tons. | toms. | toms. | tona. Vea tons.
England._..[§347.50 | $206.10 [$253.90 | £353.00 [¢342.50 |§579.00 |.... ... $513.00
France*....| 452,00 | 866,75 | 884,90 | 404.80 |......_. 431.87 .60 | 1,006.60
457.40 381.40 e 1,061. 80
451,60 Eidntopc i
361. 60 11392.90 11, 079. 20
872.30
+401.98
Germany...| 425.90 | 834,60 | 885.10 | 415.50 | 417.50 668, 60
404.70
+804.65

*]t is necessary to give so much data concerning France, becanse there
seems to be so much variation in the cost of vessels of the same class.

+ Average cost for the
C. D. SIGSBEE,
Captain, U. S. Navy, Chief Intelligence Officer.
APRIL 14, 1900,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT,

The committee informally rose; and Mr. LOUDENSLAGER having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message in writing from
the President of the United States, by Mr., PRUDEN, one of his
secretaries, announced that the President had approved and signed
bills of the following titles:

On April 7, 1600: .

H. R. 153, An act granting a pension to Elizabeth Johns,

On April 9, 1900:

H. R. 7649. An act anthorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
issue patent to the city of Elreno, Okla., for cemetery purposes;
H. R. 5049. An act to settle the title to real estate in the city of
Santa Fe, N. Mex.;

H. R. 8463, An act ratifying an appropriation by the legislature
of Oklahoma, out of the Morrill fund, for the use of the nniversity
at Lungston for colored students; and

H. J. Res, 2i6. Joint resolution for appointment of members of

g.?ﬁﬁd of Managers of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer
ers.

On April 12, 1900:

H. R. 60. An act to create the northwestern division of the
Northern district of Georgia for judicial purposes, and to fix the
time and place for holding court therein;

H. R. 9284, An act to attach the county of Foard, in the State
of Texas, to the Fort Worth division of the northern district of
Texas, and providing that all process issned against d;efendants
residing in said county shall be returned to Fort Worth;

H. R. 7939. An act to amend an act approved June 10, 1880,
governing the immediate transportation of dutiable merchandise
without appraisement;

H, R. 10311. An act to anthorize the Shreveport and Red River
Valley Railway Company to build and maintain a railway bridge
across Red River, at or near the town of Alexandria, in the Parish
of Rapides, State of Louisiana;

H. R, 9718, An act permitting the building of a dam between
Coon Rapids and the north limits of the city of Minneapolis, Minn.,
across the Mississippi River: and

H. R. 8245. An act temporarily to provide revenues and a civil
goveynment for Porto Rico, and for other purposes.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL,
e committee resnmed its session.

r. DAYTON. Mr. Chairman, in the absence of the acting
chairman [Mr, Foss] momentarily, I want fo call the attention
of gentlemen who represent the minority report to the fact thaf
substantially the arguments made by the chairman of the commit-
tee and by the ranking member on the other side have been on one
side of the disputed questions here, and I submit that it is but fair
and right that some one who favors the minority report should
express the views of that minority following the gentfeman from
New York [Mr. Comminags]., I see the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. K1TCcHIN] here.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Chairman, though I did not intend to
ggeak to-day, I will proceed on this bill, and if the gentleman from

entucky [ Mr, WHEELER] comes in I shall desire to yield to him.

Mr. Chairman, advocating the views of the minority, I wish to
state that if nothing but ordinary matters of appropriation were
involved in this bill there would have been no views of the minor-
ity presented, but we wounld have contented ourselves with trying
to amend the bill upon the floor. But in it are several features
which we think involve matters of important public policy. One
is the absence of any requirement that part of the crnisers be built
in the navy-yards, and especially that the three 8,000-ton cruisers
authorized by this bill be built, one at the navy-yard at Brooklyn,
one at the Mare Island Yard, and one at the Norfolk Navy-Yard,
‘We think this lar%ely involves the guestion whether this Gov-
ernment shall ever build another ship in its own yards. The fight
ison. If ever in the history of this country in the building up
of its great Navy, that nearly every gentleman seems to want,
any ships are to be built in Government yards, now is the time to
begin their construction.

Another point of difference between the majority and the mi-
nority is on the armor-plate question. I shall discuss this at some
length presently. If we are ever to escape the exorbitant prices
of what we conceive to be a monopoly in the armor-plate business;
if we are ever to be free from charges that vessels are being de-
layed on account of the lack of armor; if we are ever to allay the
suspicion that the country is being grossly overcharged upon
armor plate, we ought now to nndertake to settle these gquestions.
Year after year we make the fight in this House, and so far, year
after year the armor-plate manufacturers have succeeded, and we
who believe that the Government should begin an armor-plate
;act,tg;y in order to reduce the price of armor plate have been de-

eated.

Mr. HAWLEY. Will my colleague permit a question just

there?
Mr, KITCHIN. Certainly.
Mr. HAWLEY, Yon desire to build a plant in order that you

may reduce the cost. Suppose youn had the experience in the con-
struction of armor plate that the Government hashad in so many
other lines of construction; that you found it cost you more than
it costs to-day to buy it. Would that affect your opinion on the
question?

Mr. KITCHIN. In the first place, I donot believe that what the
gentleman thinks is true is true.

Mr. HAWLEY. I have not said it is true, but I am asking you
whether that would have a relation to the question.

Mr. KITCHIN. I do not feel called npon to debate every hy
thetical question that may be submitted. If the gentleman has
any reason to think it would cost the Government more than the
Government is now paying and can state that as a fact, then I
will have no hesitation in expressing my views uponit. 1 will
even now say that if I thought we could buy Flate as cheaply as
we can make it after an honest and fair trial, I would favor buy-
ing it; but this I do not believe, as I shall try to show in a few
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moments. I favor cheaper Eices for it or building a factory, be-
cause I despise extortion. . Chairman, one other difference is
based upon items which we consider extravagant and unwise,
There are several of these items, and especially one to which I
will presently call the attention of the Honge, and to which I ho
the House will give its attention. It is the ‘‘emergency fund.”
For what purpose is it? No one knows; but it is to be at the dis-
posal of the President, giving him $500,000 to expend as he may
see fit in time of peace.

" I will take these matters up, not as L havestated them, but in the
order. as I believe, of their importance at this time.

1 will first consider the armor-plate business. [ am sorry I do
not see my distingunished friend from New York [ Mr. CuMMiNGs],
the first Democrat on this committee, who has just advocated in
an earnestly delivered argument that the Government shall not go
into the armor-plate business, This eminent gentleman, however,
afreea with the views of the minority as to building some of our
ships in our navy-yards.

r. Chairman, there have been page upon page of teatlmongej.;
regard to armor plate. I take it that no man can find from
retary Herbert's report, the most complete report on the subject
ever submitted to the House, or from Admiral O’Neil's testimony
before our committee, that armor plate will cost this Government
anything like $545 per ton, the price the manufacturers demand
for it. 1 have not my Eapars before me, as I did not expect to
speak to-day, and would not have undertaken to speak except for
the absence of the gentleman from Kentucky, who is rarely out of
his seat. But my recollection is that the price of labor in a ton
tof armor plate in Secretary Herbert’s report is placed at $165 per

on.

Mr. BARBER. Will the gentleman allow me a question there?

Mr, KITCHIN, Iwill.

Mr. BARBER. Onthequestion of labor, was that for the labor
and material only, or is that the total cost?

Mr. KITCHIN. That is not the total cost, according to my
recollection. E

Mr, BARBER. That is for what kind of armor?

Mr. KITCHIN, He was discussing the harveyized armor, as I
understand. : ¥

Mr. BARBER., Was that single or double forging? Thisis im-

rtant.
pDMr. KITCHIN. I do notknow, but suppose he was discussing
the best armor known at that time.

I am giving the facts as I understand them. Admiral O'Neil
puts the present price of labor and material at $250 per ton in
some of his various illustrations,

The raw material in it rarely exceeds $20 per ton. I believe it
is more than $20 per ton at the present time, but the average cost
of material in a ton of armor plate is, I think, about §20 a ton for
a number of years,

Mr, BARBER.
there?

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes,sir.

Mr. BARBER. What do you mean by material?

Mr. KITCHIN. Imean the steel. .

Mr. BARBER. Isitnota fact that the Rohrer board, in mak-
ing the estimate which Secretary Herbert made, said the basis of
material was $30 in 1806, at a time when pig iron was worth
about one-half of what it is to-day?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will state to the gentleman that the
Rohrer board placed the price of pig iron at $20 a ton. I have

that fact here.

Mr. BARBER. What page is that?

Mr, KITCHIN. Now, Mr. Chairman, I read from page 10 of
Admiral O'Neil's testimony.

If we discard, therefore, the consideration of interest charges on plant,
which ex-Secretary Herbert claimed should not be considered, and on work-

‘Will the gentleman allow me a question right

ing capital, the charges against the appropriation for making armor, in the
first casa of 3,000 tons (the cost being on the same basis as in the préoedjng
cases), would become—
10 per cent for deterioration of plant and its maintenance........... 2500, 000
Cost of 8,000 tons of armor, at §2i3 per ton =

1 7 [ R S SR M AP e S, S B 12| 0]

So Admiral O'Neil has placed it in this caleulation at $273 a ton,
and in that he includes labor and all material.

Now, he says this divided by 8,000 gives $480.66 per ton., Then
if you make 5,000 tons instead of 3,000 tons, he says you would

et it at $374 a ton instead of the $545 that the other side think a

air price. Then he says:
A more accurate estimate, in my opinion, would perhaps be—

6 per cent on plant valued at 84,000,000, ... ... creererrencasanancnan , D00
6 per cent interest on working ca ital of $000.000. .- ... 5, 000
8 per cent for deterioration and for maintenance of plant. , 000
Cost of making 8,000 tons of armor, at $50 per ton 750, 000

Motnl o s sy e s s S e 000
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One million three hundred and forty-six thousand dollars divided by 3,000
equals 2445.60 per ton, which does not make any allowance for royalty or for
profit unless interest charges be so considered.

If 5,000 tons were manufactured, the figures on the same basis would be—
6 per cent interest on plant valued at $4000,000. ... ...ooooiiaani
6 per cent intereat on working eapital of $1.000,000__...... 2
8 per cent for deterioration and for maintenance of plan 2
Cost of making 5,000 tons of armor, at £250 per ton. ...

33 e S S S O e e e S MG T S B N A
One million eight hundred and seventy thonsand dollars divided by 5,000
equals §374 per ton exclusive of royalty or profit as above.

If we discard interest charges on plant and on working capital, the charges
for making armor on the above basis would be— :

8 per cent on $4,000,000 for deterioration and maintenance of plant.. §320,000
Cost of making 3,000 tons of armor, at $250 per ton - - coccmeiiicannan 750,000
L R e L A e A
One million and seventy thousand dollars divided by 3,000 equals §356.06
ton.
pel;lnd for 5,000 tons—
8 per cent on $4.000,000 for deterioration and maintenance of plant.. 320,000
Cost of making 5,000 tons of armor, 8t 8200. .. .cccreisceiionimiocmanaaas 1,250, 000
O e e e e e e o S e R OO,

One million five hundred and seventy thousand dollars divided by 5,000
equals §14 per ton.

You will notice, Mr, Chairman, that in all these interest charges
for this great plant he has placed the rate at 6 per cent, while we
mtv;v that the Government can get its interest charges for half

Mr. BARBER., Were not these estimates made on the basis of
3,000 and 5,000 tons?

Mr. KITCHIN. They are made on estimates of 3,000 and 5,000

tonse

Mr. BARBER. Isitnota fact that up tothis time thesearmor-
plate factories never received orders for more than 2,000 tons in
any one year, and that they have never manufactured more than
2,000 tons in a year? That is the average up to this time. All the
tonnage has been about 35,000 tons, and less than 2,000 tons have
been manufactured in one year,

Mr. KITCHIN. I think the gentlemanisinerror. I think that
each of these American factories has made more than 2,000 tons in
a year, and that their capacity is much more than that. I admit
that it is probably true that in some years they have made less
than 2,000 tons.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I say this is the latest testimony that has
been before the committee; and if we make 5,000 tons a year, we
can make it for §314 a ton. Of course that would be an immense
saving to the Government. That that is a reasonable proposi-
tion, I'will state that we have in sight to-day, if we pass this bill
as is now reported, besides that armor plate for which there is a
present necessity for the three battle ships, the Maine, the Ohio,
and the Aissouri, an additional amount of 31,000 tons, enough to
give a factory 5,000 tons a year for the next six years. And inthe
next six years, if gentlemen determine fo increase the Navy at the
rate indicated in this bill, we would have not only 5,000 tons for a
long time to come, but I make the statement, which I think is
true, that we will require ten or twelve thousand tons annually
for the next forty years, if we try to keep up with Germany, Eng-
land and all those countries who stand over the sea,side by side,
with daggers drawn upon each other. If the American factories
together can not supply annually more than 6,000 tons, then at
last will yon be driven to a Government factory. :

Mr. BARBER. Will the gentleman yield for a gquestion?

Mr. KITCHIN. I will.

Mr. BARBER. As to the basis of 5,000 tons of Krupp iron in
Admiral O'Neil's testimony, does not the gentleman know, assum-
ing the capacity of the plants to be as they are, and the cost upon
which he has made the estimate, that they can manufacture, as
matter of fact, from their present experience, only 2,000 tons of
Krupp armor a year?

Mr, KITCHIN. Youmean the Carnegie Works and the Bethle-
hem Works? My information is that it is 3,000 tons of Erupp
armor each.

Mr. BARBER. Two thounsand tons from present experience;
they are 0111‘}' manufacturing Krupp armor.

r. KITCHIN. Iremember ing some gentleman when the
committee was down at the Bethlehem Works, and he told me
that their capacity was 8,000 tons, as I recall it,

Mr. BARBER. Of harveyized iron.

Mr. KITCHIN. I understood it was the best iron, The armor
involved in thereport of Admiral O'Neil is the Krupp iron. Why,
gentlemen, if you would go down and see one of the little armor
plates—1 will admit that they are both powerful and expensive—
you will find here and there a piece of iron plate that will astonish
you by its cost and size. It is perhaps 8 or 10 feet wide and 14 or
16 feet long and 9 or 10 or 12 inches thick, and what do you reckon
it costs the Government? Twelve or fifteen thousand dollars—
enough to buy a good plantation in any State in the Union.
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‘Whenever you look at it the first thing that strikes you will be
**What? Does thatcost$12,000?” Youcannotconceiveit; youcan
not understand it until you go down into the figures of these men
who have been selling armor plate to us and other nations of the
world. I believethere is a general feeling throughout the country
from one end to the other that the Government is being, as it
were, held up by the armor-plate factories. A piece about 20
inches each wasy is sold for §545.

Mr. LANDIS. May I suggest to the gentleman that diamonds
not so.large as that would cost more money?

Mr. KITCHIN, Yes; and if the gentleman is as hard put to
sustain his side of this matter as to ask that question, I do not
think I am called upon to answer him.

Mr, LANDIS, Yon are judging of value by the size; and I say
that you will find diamonds not so large as that more valuable.

Mr. KITCHIN. But we will not find diamonds which men
have made from rough material quite so expensive as those you
wear, and but little more expensive than Kru(g&_armor plate at
present Rﬁcm. Now, this is what Admiral O'Neil says, and I
commend it to the gentleman from Indiana. He says:

In my opinion, the price asked for armor plate has no very direct bearin
on the nnsf of production. It is practically in the hands of & monopoly,whic
naturally desires to get as high a price for it as it can.

That is in Admiral O'Neil's testimony, showing that it is prac-
tically a monopoly. Of course they will hold us up as high as
they can. Have you not heard the advocates of buying the plate
from private corporations say that these factories will sell to one
nation at $700 a ton, to another at §600 a ton, to another at $545
a ton? This shows to common-sense men that there is no way of
estimating the true cost of the armor by any prices which they
demand, Thatis m\%oilinion of it, -

Mr. WATSON. ill my colleague permit a gquestion?

Mr. KITCHIN., Yes.

Mr. WATSON. How long, in your opinion, would it be, if we
ghould aunthorize a Government armor-plate factory, before we
could manufacture armor plate? -

Mr. KITCHIN. I think if the Secretary of the Navy is in thor-
ough accord with the Government armor-plate factory, we counld
begin work in two years to make armor plate, perhaFﬂ earlier;

but I am not an engineer of sufficient skill to state exact Much
wni'll depend upon the spirit of those charged by law with its con-
struction.,

Mr, WATSON. Would the gentleman suspend the completion
of the three battle ships now ready for armor until that time?

Mr, KITCHIN., No,sir. My friend knowsthat in the commit-
tee (perhaps he was not present at the time) every member of the
minority said that we were in favor of the Government going
ahead, notwithstanding it was held up, and bnytng armor plate
enough to complete these three ships—the Maine, Ohio, and Alis-
souri—let the cost be whatever it might. But what I would do
is to look out for the future, so that we should not be held up

ain.
asMr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. The gentleman from Indiana

Mr. WATBON]dha.B an opportunity to provide for the future, and
e declines to do it.

Mr WATSON. No.

Mr. KITCHIN. The same condition will confront you next
year that confronts you this,

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. The gentleman from North
Carolina will understand that the bill originally provided that all
the armor plate should be paid for at this price; that the Secre-
tary of the Navy shonld be authorized to purchase all the armor
plate—31,000 tons—at these prices.

Mr, KITCHIN., The gentleman from Kentucky is correct; but
this is the point I wish {o impress on the gentleman from Indiana:
Unless you take steps now to provide for the reduction in the gen-
eral price of armor te, year after year you will be putin the
same position in which we now find ourselves in regard to these
three battle s n the dock ready for armor plate. Then the
cry will come that we must have the armor plate at once, and all
will be compelled to yield to exorbitant prices for armor plate as
a specific pressing necessity. That is what we want to provide
against. &'a want to stop the conditions which will annually
hold us up on this matter, Congressshounld act now, so that here-
after no monopoly can dictate extravagant prices upon the tax-
payers of our country.

ou are determined that nothing shall ever be done toreduce
the high prices of armor plate, that we shall never have a Gov-
ernment armor-plate factory to compete with other factories, then
I ask you in the name of common candor to bring the matter toa
test here, to raise no technical objections to thisamendment when
itshall be presented, but to settle this question fairly and squarely,
so that the American people may know upon whom rests the re-
sponsibility of armor at $545 per ton.

I will read from the views of the minority, prepared with great
care by the distingnished gentleman from Kentucky, to whom I

have referred and who I say deserves large credit for the fight we
intend tomake in behalf of the people on this important guestion:

Now, since this statement was made the gentleman's company has far-
nished the Government armor for §400 per ton.

This referred to the statement of Mr, Schwab, who was then as -
now with the Carnegie factory.

Mr. Schwab's testimony was:

I have no hesitancy in n
will gi\‘-: you a v‘::ry iice x&iztg t?;f-iigoyr?)g A'vi}.«lrf‘ tv(:lu:vg.rtl‘futﬁns PAREENO

If the Governmentundertakes this business, it will make five or
six thousand tons a year and perhaps ten or twelve thousand tons
annually.

Mr, Schwab continues:

If you will give us 3,500 tons a year we will give you a rebate of §100 a ton

on every ton over 8,500, so important is this item of keeping our works ocen-

ied. @ could well afford to make that reduction if we had the same quan-

ty of armor to make that other people do.

‘We understand further that since this statement was made they
have taken contracts at $§400 a ton.

Mr, BARBER. For what kind of armor?

Mr. KITCHIN. Probably harveyized,

Mr. BARBER. But not the Krupp.

Mr. KITCHIN. I will come to your distinetion presently. I
think I will show that there is not all this difference between the
cost of making Krupp armor and harveyized armor that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania seems to think thereis. But however
that may be, we have here the statement that if we will give these
people a contract for 3,500 tons a year, they will give us a rebate
of glt}o a ton on every ton over 3,600; and since that statement
was made they have made this harveyized armor for us at $400 a
ton., If we had given them a contract for 3,000 tons over 8,500
tons a year, they would have made it for $300 a ton, according to
that statement, would they not?

Mr. BARBER. Does the gentleman want an answer?

Mr. EITCHIN, No, sir; it carries its answer on its face,

Now, as to the Krupp armor, every gentleman knows that
within the last three or four years all the great armor-plate fac-
tories have improved their plantas by providing ]abor-savixﬁrma-
chinery, ete., and in my opinion they can to-day make Krupp
armor as cheaglv as th]egv could harveyized armor five years ago.

Mr, WHEELER of Kentucky. The gentleman will allow me
to say that I am in possession of information which I am not at
liberty to disclose, becanse the person imparting it declined to
giva me that privilege, showing that Krupp armor can be made

or $100 a ton chaagfg than harveyized.

Mr. BARBER. t me reply to that statement.

Mr, KITCHIN. Iam afraid my time will not allow me.

Mr. BARBER. The Secretary of the Navy does not admit that
statement to be correct.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. He does not know anything
more about this than the man in the moon.

Mr. BARBER. But he hashis eﬁerts to give him information,

Mr. GAINES. May 1 interrupt the gentleman?

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes; for a moment.

Mr. GAINES. As has been stated here, Secretary
recommended the building of an armor-plate factory.
from page 86 of his report: .

L} T
RS oF PHIee 10 he pond 11 Sball wieo puriaries the Demsriies ot o
buy an armor plant and a gun plant, and, if need be, to lease such plant until
it can construct its own.

Mr. WATSON. I do not know that I ought to inject this con-
troversy here; but I call attention to the use of the word “ until "

in the aph just read.

Mr. Eria‘grﬂflq. I can not yield for a controversy between
other gentlemen. I call attention to the fact that although gen-
tlemen connected with the armor-plate factories were formally
or informally invited to come before our committee and give us
forther information on these subjects—theinformation with which
the gentleman from Pennsylvania seems to be filled—yet they did
not come. They responded that they stood by their former state-
ments, one of which 1 have read you from Mr, Schwab. They
did not come to us and give us openly and fully the information
which we desired.

Secretary Herbert believed, like thousands of other good people
in this land, some of whom, I suppose, have taken as much pains
in this matter as the gentleman Pennsylvania (with all due
respect to him), and the great country believes, that we are being
* gouged ” in this armor-plate business; and we believe that in the
light of past events—events of the recent past—there is no esca
from the position in which the Government is placed except by
meeting these makers of armor plate boldly like men and telling
them that we will no longer submit to the prices demanded b
their monopoly (which Admiral O'Neil calls it), but that we will
make our own plate.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. May I ask the gentleman a
question?

Herbert
I read
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Mr. RITCHIN. Certainly. .

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Taking advantage of your in-
formation and committee service, is it not your belief that if this
Congress were to pass an amendment to this bill to the effect that
the Government should establish an armor-plate factory and ap-
propriate the money for it, unless on or before the last day of the

nt fiscal year the Secretary of the Navy shounld havereceived
Ei{ls at a rate that we consider reasonable—is it not your opinion
that we never would have to erect an armor-flate factory at all?

Mr. KITCHIN. That is my opinion, and I will state that in
the views of the minority we say that we believe in blging onur
armor plate wherever we think we can get it at reasonable prices.
‘We do not believe in the Government creating more offices; we
do not believe in giving the Government more business to attend
to; but we say that rather than to have extortion practiced upon
us, we-believe that, in defense of the t masses of thepeople who
are back of us. we should resort to the building of an armor-plate
factory, considering it a necessity for fair treatment.

Mr. GAINES. Will my friend yield right on that point?

Mr, KITCHIN, My time is very limited, but I will yield.

Mr. GAINES. On the question of monopoly and combination
between the two companies, the Carnegie and Bethlehem com-
panies, Mr., Herbert says:

Here, then, we have the pregnant facts that the two companies in the
United States have had a perfect understanding with each other as to what
they shoul their own Government; that the five companies in

charge France
seem to bave bad a like understanding with each other as to whbat theyshould
charge their Government; that the price of armor in .F‘nince rose gradually

from 1891 to 1894, as improvements were y bout the same price as
that which was charged by the Bethlehem and Carnegie companies to Russia
in 1805, after the former company had forced its way into the mar-

ket. 1am informed, upon anthority which I believe to be about,
m‘&rhaps before, the time of the Inst contract of the Bethlehem Company
with Russia there was a meeting in Paris of the representatives of the prin-
cipal, if not all, of ths armor maniwturers of Europe and America,

Mr. KITCHIN., We have in the views of the minority testi-
mony of that character, to which I may refer later. Mr. Chair-
man, the minority in our views say:

We have been unahble to find, after much mmugum. ANy

places the labor cost in a ton of armor plate above §185.50; thad:mwelogwlﬁ
of evidence puts it at §165, and much evidence entitled to weight as low as
156; the cost of the steel ingot will seldom exceed which, together with

e rovalty de there is grave doubt in our minds if any royn.lt.z' whatever
is paid; see Admiral O'Neil's testimony). make up the total cost of ue-
ing & ton of armor plate. This is, of courss, from the standpoint of pur-
chaser, and does not take into eonsideration the profit of the company nor
interest on the plant or wear and tear of snme,

And we came to the conclusion from all we could learn that the
armor plate wonld not cost the Government, after we get our plant
in full operation and after a fair trial. more than $230 a ton. This
is exclusive of interest charges and royalties.

Now, it is natural that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Barser], the home of both these American armor-plate factories,
shounld represent hisown constituency and do all that he can fairly
and squarely, as he s doing, to prevent the Government from
coming in competition with his constituents. So I will state can-
didly that when we appeal to the House of Representatives to au-
thorize the erection of an armor-plate factory,in case we can get
no material reduction in prices, we have no good grounds to hope
for the sgﬂglorb of the gentleman from Pennsylvania or of his col-
1 e, cmﬁh we would be glad to have it.

r. BARBE You say that the estimate of the labor cost
from $185 down to $156 a ton?
r. KITCHIN. Yes,

Mr. BARBER. Where do you geb that $150 estimate?

Mr, KITCHIN. As I have stated, my distingnished colleague
on this committes [Mr, WHEELER of Kentucky] carefully pre-
pared this report; and no donbt when he comes to address yon, if

on will listen to him, he will give youn all the information youn

esire.

Now, let us ses abont the building of ships. The question of
building ships, the naval constructors seem to think, is of great
importance.

onstructor Bowles, as I understand one of the best naval con-
structors on the pay list of the Government, is at the New York
Yard. Constructor Stahl is another eminent naval constructor,
now at the Norfolk Navy-Yard, Constrnctor Baxter is also in the
front list of naval constructors——

Mr, DRIGGS. And Admiral Hichborn, Chief of the Bureau.

Mr. EITCHIN., These eminent naval constructors all say,
without hesitation, that in their opinion the Government onght
to have under construction at least one ship in each of the largest
and best eqm%ped navy-yards all the time. These navy- are
designated to be the Mare Island Navy-Yard, on the Pacific coast,
and the Brooklyn Navy-Yard,in New York, and the Norfolk Navy-
Yard, in Virginia. One of these gentlemen said if they would to-
day give the order for one of the 8,000-ton cruisers inciuded in
this bill to be built in the navy-yards, that he could in the
construction of it to-morrow in either the Brooklyn or Norfolk
Navy-Yard, The New York or Brooklyn Navy-Yard has cost the

ran

Government and the Government now has invested in that ‘Fud
more than §19,000,000. It hasinvested in the Norfolk Navy-Yard
more than $35,000,000, and it has invested in the Mare Island
Navy-Yard over $4,000,000. This very bill increases the amount
for construction and repair of vessels in the navy-yards $3,000,000
over last year's bill, and yet fails to recommend the construction
of a single vessel in those yards. The a{]ljlropﬂat.ion for this pur-
pose was last year §3,000,000, In this bill it is $6,000,000,

Mr. DENN ig May I ask the gentlemnan a question?

Mr. KITCHIN. Certainly.

Mr. DENNY. I desire to ask the gentleman whether he pro-
poses any amendment to conform with the recommendations of
the constructors?

Mr. KITCHIN. I will state in reply to the gentleman that we
shall make the attempt, and we hope no points of order will ba
made ntﬁinst it, to amend this bill so as to build at least three
ships—that is, to authorize the building of three ships, one each
in these navy-yards which I have just named—and we shall also
offer an amendment providing that if the Government can not get
the armor plate that is now required at a certain price—I think,
£400 per ton—in that event the Secretary of the Navy shall pro-
ceed to buy at any price the armor plate that is now needed; but
if he has to buy it at a higher price than the figure which I have
mentioned, or than we think is reasonable, then he shall at once
proceed to construct an armor-plate factory.

Now, I have stated the amount invested i these navy-yards
and of course we have our naval officers there; but I feve I
can give the House more information by reading some extracts
from the testimony taken before the committee, and I take it that
no man here can contradict this testimony in any case.

First, Mr, Constructor Bowles, of New York, makes this state-
ment:

Mr. LouDENSLAGER. I would like to ask a question. In your ? t—
yon_speak of it being wise for the Government to construet ships in some
yards for the advan that will accrue—do you have any hesitancy in
sta what you deem those advantages to bet
Mr. Bownes. I endeavored to go over those advantages in the beginning,
and, generally, they are these:

That it a means of maintaining the efficiency of the mechanical
force and the machinery and plant; it renders repair work economical and
rapid; it removes the tendency to increase alterations and repairs to existing
vessels; it maintains & of workmanship with which we can require

the contractors to comply, and it provides training for those who must in-

spect t_he‘eu;ntract work. Those are the material for which you will

ﬁ'wﬂ.l say & few words now about the general subject of building ships in

DAVY- recommend the building of some vessels in important
navy-y of the United Smteuhmhemm I believe it to be good business; and
if I own yardsand kept

those m for the pu they are now kept for,
I should say that it would be a sensible thing to go to bu:ift'i one ship tgteach

of the im: t yards all the time, simply to keep them in order and main-
tain a sufficient force ready for all emergencies.

Mr. MerTcALY. Iwant toask Mr. Bowles, if he has no objection, to state
what navy-yards are now ready to build shie's.
BowrLes Iam familiar withthe New York yard and the Norfolk yard,

Mr.
and I believe on this coast those two yards are ready to take up any work
you gee fit to give them. I dnnot know atont the hﬁw ¥i of my

constructor there for a number of

own knowledge, but Mr. Baxter was the
mrs‘{md he is fully ﬁogt.o express an opinjon about it. I believe it is
e Wor

“‘ﬁ‘i‘mzw“’%e are very much olliged to tlemen, for your
instructive statements, o 1Ty .

I also want to guote from the statement of Constructor Stahl,
now of the Norfolk Navy-Yard, and I wish gentlemen would pay
attention to this for this reason——

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER, Will it disturb my colleague if I ask
him a guestion?

Mr. CHIN. Nof a bit. .

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Did Mr, Bowles also state in tha
hearing that that sama degres of efficiency could be obtained if
sufficient re%: work was given to the navy-yard?

Mr, KITCHIN. I do not recall it, but I presume he did say
that if they had sufficient repair work to occupy them all the time
it could be done; and I should think myself that that would be
true if you conld occupy your navy-yards fully with repair work
of all kinds.

Mr. DAYTON. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Certainl

Mr. KITCHIN. ¥.
Mr. DAYTON, You will be frank enough to state that Con-
structor Bowles gave nine reasons for and nine reasons against,
and it is a guestion to be determined by a man’s judgment whether
the nine reasons for or the nine reasons «‘Lgninst are the stronger.
Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman from West Virginia can bring
out the differences and develop those facts when he comes to
EYeak: but whatever he may develop, he can not escape the con-
clusion that the gentleman, Constructor Bowles, who gave those
Fros and cons and who weighed those things before coming be-
ore our committee was strongly in favor of building some ships
in the navy-yards, showing that ¥, to his mind, the rea-
sons for building some shi&s in our navy-yards were entitled to far
more consideration than those against the pr ition.
Here is what Constructor , of the Norfolk Navy-Yard, says.
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I hope every gentleman will give this matter attention, When a
question is asked what the cost of a ship built by private ship-
builders is, they give yon the amount authorized by the bill, say
23,000,000, and it 1s rare that they will include in the statement of
cost armor and armament, furniture, and other kindred things.
None of his evidence has been denied, and I take it none of it can
be denied.
Constructor Stahl, of the Norfolk yard, says:

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. Iwould like to ask you a question, going back
to the matter that we have had under discussion. You have Mr. Bowles's
statement. Summarix!ng his statement, or answering, what in your judg-
ment would be the wisest thing for the Government to do—construct or not
to construct vessels in the navy-yards?

Mr. STARL, I think there is no doubt whatever about the advisability of
ecoustructing a certain ftmporuon of our ships in the prinecipal “33;"“‘1"'
Ton;e this seems so self-evident a proposition that it hardly n argu-
ment.

Mr. WaEELER of Kentucky. Is that answer predicated upon the same rea-
sons assigned by Mr. Bowles?

Mr. STAHL, Substantially the same. There is one thing I might add.
Briefly, I think we can build at some of our pﬂncig{a} %trdn. equip with
modern tools as they are, even more chmpgl than Mr. Bowles -and I
see no reason why we should not build as cheaply there as can be built at
any private yard.

Right here I will say that when we built ships ten or twelve
years ago in our navy-yards we were not prepared to build them
as we are now. We did not then have the immense strong ma-
chinery for lifting and moving 1 parts of the vessels. We
have improvementsin the navy-yards now that they have in the
private shipyards.

Mr. METCALF. In {Bnur :Ludgmant would it lessen the cost of repairs if they
had one or two vessels on the stocks? .

Mr. STAHL. There is no question whatever; it is as certain as anything
can

Letusassume, for the sake of argument, that the nav'{.-eyard and the privato
yard can build a certain ship at exactly the same ﬁt' t us forther assume
that the cost of hulland , 8ay for a ship like the Indiana, is 000,
and that the contractor or the Norf vard can either of them build it for
this sum. With the contractor you make a contract for $3,000,000. With the
m&ﬁ ard yousimply give the order to build the ship. The navy-yard sHends
£, for hull and machinery. The contractor also builds the hull and
machinery, for which the Government pays him £,000,000. Now, then, in the
nnv_x— we gn on; we make necessary changes the same as in a private
yard. We provide armor, we run her speed trial, and do all other necessary
the contract or original order.

all these ways we spend, say, another £3,000,000 before the ship is finally
completed in the yard. That work has to be done in the case of the contract-
built ship just the same, and the Government has to pay for it just the same.
In the case of the Indiana the Government paid out for this extra work—I
did not just now mean to say $3,000,000; in the Oregon it was nearly $3,000,-
D00—but in the Indiana the Government paid out for this identical wor!
£2,800,000. In the one case the navy-yard smnds 3,000,000, and then §2,800,000
more. Then we say, and say tru 1 at the navy-yard ship cost
$5,800,000 altogeth But you go and ask the price of the corresponding ship

work not covered by

A a : ar.
that was built at the private yard, and, unless the man yon ask is well in-
formed, he will say the contmt;’srlce was £3,000,000, leaving you to infer, if
you choose, that that was the total cost.
Mr. Mupp. That is what [ want to get at.
Mr. STAHL. That is the erroneous comparison. The contract price is not
total cost. It is only a portion of the total cost; and in some cases it has

the
been barely half the -

Mr. MuDD. From the result of your observations, I would judge that in
past times building in navi-&ards id not cost any more.

Mr. STAHL. No; I am o @ opinion that many of the comparisons made
in the newspapers have been very misleading.

One word more about this inspection. You paid $80,000, plus a good deal
more, to inspect the work on the Kentucky. If yon built that ship at a Gov-
ernment yard, you would have to inspect the work also, but the same men
who do tim d and supeﬂntandingh\:ou.ld do the inspecting, and it
wonld not begin to cost you anything like that sum. Furthermore, consider
the contract price of the Kentucky, $2.2560,000. I tried to get the cost of the
changes on her, which I know to be large, though doubtless entirely proper,
but I could not get them in time. When you contracted for that ship, you
did not include the furniture, or the blocks, or boats, or cooperage, and lots
qg other things in the contract. I built those articles at the Norfolk Navy-

ard. They cost §50,000. What did the Kentucky really cost? That §50,000
must be added to her contract price. Bo must also the cost of tion, cost
o# and many other items. That sort of thing goes

anthorized changes, .
right straight through. There lies the d r of making a wrong compari-
son. A com{:.rlson of the contract price in the one case and the actual cost
in the other is utterly misleading.

Now, Constructor Baxter says:

Mr. WaeELER of Eentucky. Do you think it would be wise or nunwise for
the Government to construct one or more ships at this yard?

Mr. BaxTeR. I do consider it wonld be very wise for the Government to
construet a certain number of ships at its

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. Do you indorse the view taken by Mr. Bowles
nngd Mr. Stahl in regard to keeping a ship constantly under construction in a

4
y-]l{r. BAXTER. ] think thatisa t advantage.
Mr. DaYTON. What is your opﬁan under rgsent conditions, if we should

undertake to do any work in navy-yards; w. racter of vessels do you
recommend should be given to the yards and what given to contract?
Mr. BaxTer. I should give armored cruisers to the navy-y

Mr. DayTox. The great big ones?
Mr. BAXTER. Yes, sir.
Mr. DAyTON. The largest vessels ever undertaken—the new types?
M Barron. Will yor gl for that?
r. DAYTON. you give your reasons for t
Mr. BAXTER. Because in doing that the yards are able to do anything else
they will ever be called upon to do; that is the reason.
r. LOUDENSLAGER. Would that be in any sense an experimental con-
struction on the of the yards?
. BAXTER. No, sir; notatall; nomore than any other work that is under-
taken here. There are certain set plans and certain set specifications, and the
people in charge use skill, and knowledge, and judgment in directing and

on the work.

Mr. HAwLEY. Comud you give the construction of an armored cruisor as
Lnifa as 12,000 tons to & navy-yard?
r. BAXTER. Yes, sir.

These extracts are not exceptional, but are fair samples of the
testimony. lApplause.jL

Now, Mr. Chairman, the other point which I said I wonld charge
on this bill was the extravagance. I askthe Chairman how much
time have I remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The
mammﬁ.

Mr. KITCHIN. Well, I have not time to yield to anyone; and
I want to run over some of the items of extravagance, as I see it.
As I understand it, Mr. Chairman, this bill carries an appropria-
tion of $13,000,000 in excess of any bill heretofore reported,and an
excess of $26,000,000, or nearly double, of any naval bill heretofore
reported in time of peace. is enormons excess shows a strong
tendency of the American Congress to extravagance,

Gentlemen have spoken here, the gentleman that preceded me,
our able and distinguished acting chairman, who has the highest
respect of every member of the minority, and, I take it, certainly of
the majority, and the distingmished gentleman from New York
EML CumuiNgs], 'and both have shaken in our faces here what

ermany is goinig to do, what Italyis going to do,and what Eng- -
land is going to do. The very paper that the acting chairman
read showed you that in sixteen years from now, according to the
germa.n programme, thatthe German navy would doubleitself in

nnage.

But, gentlemen, if we were only asked to double ourselves in
tonnage in sixteen years, there wonld certainly be no necessity for
the two battle ships. Ido notthinkthey are necessary,and tothem
I object as one of the minority, though there are some who do not
object to them. If we should proceed for the next sixteen years
increasing our Navy as is done.in this bill, then, instead of dou-
bling our Navy in tonnage in the next sixteen years, we would

nadrnlple it. [Some tlemen shook their heads.] Yes, sir;
Ehjs bill makes a provision for about 90,000 ton# of war ships, ac-
cording to my estimate, andalike tonnage for sixteen years,added
toourpresent Navy, would equal the nayy that England has to-day.
But if the German programme is carried out, which I understand
would add 422,000 tons to the German navy—am I correct? I will
ask the gentleman from Illinois if his statement was not to the
effect that the German navy would be increased by 422,000 tons
in the next sixteen years?

Mr. FOSS, That is true.

Mr. KITCHIN. Then, if that is true, my statement is true,
because in this bill the two battle ships are of 12,500 tons each,
That is 25,000 tons, and three armored cruisers, each of 13,000, is
89,000, which make 64,000 tons; and thenthe three smaller cruisers,
of 8,000 tons each, making 24,000 tons, run it up to 88,000 tons this
year, while the German navy in all that time would increase a little
over 26,000 tons a year, and we will be more than trebling the in-
crease of the German navy annually. While she may doable her
navy in gixteen years, we will, at the rate of this bill, quadrupleour
present navy and have a navy more than twice as large as the
(German navy then, according to the figzures on which the gentle-
man from Illineis and the gentleman from New York based their
calculation.

Therefore I shall follow the recommendations of the Secretary
of the Navy. When he sent his report to Congress he did not
recommend the building of these two battle ships, but did rec-
ommend the building of cruisers, both large cruisers and small
cruisers.

Mr. FOSS. Will the gentleman allow me to agk him a guestion
right there?

Mr. KITCHIN., Yes,sir.

My, FOSS. If you are against the building of the battle ships,
why are you in favor of the armor-plate factory plant? Battle
ships use armor plates, but armored cruisers nse not more than 10
or 12 per cent of the amount of their displacement.

Mr. KITCHIN. That isa fair question. I do not hesitate to
answer the gentleman. I state that in this conflict we expect to
be run over on this bat-t.la—sth question, and I want to meet the
doubt by settling the armor-plant question in favor of the Je.
And of course, whether we strike ont the battle ships in tﬁ: ill
or not, we will have to provide over 25,000 tons of armor besides
that now needed, and we will probably continue for some time to
come to build a battle ship or two now and then. I donot believe
that we need the two extra battle ships. The Secretary of the
Navy did not recommend them.

Mr. DAYTON. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. KITCHIN., Certainl&(.

Mr. DAYTON. Do I understand the gentleman to mean that
his advocacy of the armor-plate factory is in order to avoid the
construction of battle ships?

Mr. KITCHIN. No;the gentleman from West Virginia doesnot
so understand me, nor does anybody else. Igave what I considered
a proper reply to the question propounded by the gentleman from

gentleman has twelve minutes re-
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Illinois. If we mever authorize another battle ship, we already
have in sight the necessity for more than 20,000 tons of armor,
and the armored cruisers will require armor. If is probable that
we will continue to need armor for a long time. But that ques-
tion will come up under the five-minute debate, and perhaps some
of us will have something more to say at that time about it.
Now, another increase. Let me read from the minority views
just this:
But to this particular bill: It seems to us that some appropriations are
chtically duplicated in the bill by stating a sum total in on%jﬁnrl: of it
or some ;ln{mgﬂpthen also stating in other parts of the specifio

urposes in each navy-yard. As for example, * For

amounts for
iven

repair and preservation of navy-yards and stations in one item is

,000. Also, for the maintenance of yards and docks is given $475,000. Then
under each navy-yard is given a specific sum for repairs and improvements,
in the aggregate amonnting to $210,000. If the committee were to put these
items together, it wonld tend to attract the attention of the public more
clozely, for they amount to $1,185,000.

In addition to this, Mr. Chairman, every single item of new re-
pairs and improvements that have occurred to the Secretary of
the Navy were, as I understand it, recommended in his report or
in his letter to the committee.

Another thing for the civil establishment, Mr. Chairman, I
suppose it is not known to all that our different civil establish-
ments in the different navy-yards cost this Government $255,000
for civil-clerk hire. Ifisa result of onr burean system. There
are nine different bureaus, if I make no mistake, and each burean
at every navy-yard has to have its own department and its own
quarters, its own clerical force, and everything else pertaining to
it; and if one department gets a little ahead of the other in dig-
nity or expense, they all try to even it up. I think it encourages
a spirit of emulation in extravagance, and I believe the bureaus
ought to be consolidated in some way, and diminish their num-
ber, I believe it is a cumbersome system and occasions a great
deal of unnecessary expense to the Government.

Mr. FOSS, Will the gentleman yield to me for a guestion?

Mr. EITCHIN. Certainly.

My, FOSS, Does the gentleman think $255,000 for clerk hire is
extravagant, in consideration of the fact that we are spending
millions of dollars at the navy-yards and have invested there in
property to the value of probably $50,000,000?

r. KITCHIN, I do think ifis an extravagant agpropriation
on account of your bureau system. I understand this is ana
pro;g’i&tion for nine different bureaus; that means for the ci
establishment about $30,000 for each bureau, when if we only had
two or three bureaus, the same clerical force which now acts for
one bureau could act for thres or four, and instead of its requir-
ing $30,000 for clerk hire, I believe it could be done for less than
$10,000. I am not as old in naval affairs as the gentleman from
Illinois, but I am giving the House the honest conclusions I have
a:;r@v?d at in my service upon that committee and trying to do it
plainly, -

Mr, DAYTON. If my friend will on me, do you think one
head is capable of performingthe duties and managing the Burean
of Steam Engineering, of Navigation, of Medicine and Surgery,
and Equipment and Supplies, and the many other branches that
require experts in the Navy Department?

Mr. KITCHIN. Inresponseto that I will saythat I understood
the theory of the majority is that it is now under one head, the
Secret,ag of the Navy; and whenever we attack it, they say it is

ctically under one head. I dosay,however,that one man who
-18 master of his business would have intelligence enough to sur-
round himself, not withindependent heads of independent bureaus,
but with com&:etentmeu to advise him. He wonld have such help
as he could depend upon. I imagine he would have the finest
engineer he could get; he would have the best other officers under
him; he would have the best men obtainable, and take their ad-
vice, and then he would not require so much clerical force in these
different situations. .

Mr. DAYTON. Wonld it make any difference whether he was
called a head of a burean or a surgeon-general?

Mr. KITCHIN. Iclaim nothing onaccount of their titles. TUn-
der the &}resent conditions we know there are independent bureauns
with independent heads, making independent reports, and all try-
ing to take care of themselves, and, incidentally, of each other.
If they were all under one head, one controlling mind, one brain
to guide and direct this entire naval business of the United States;
if the man at the head had sufficient wisdom to gather about him
the experts of these different divisions, it would not be the same
as it isnow, It would be a superior system, a more economical
agst_em, and not be liable to the charges that can be made against
the independent-burean system.

Mr. DAYTON. One other question. Is not that substantially
the fact now?

Mr., KITCHIN, I think not.

Mr. DAYTON. The Secretaryof the Navy, the head, had these
burean chiefs and other men gathered around him because they
are experts in these matters,

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman’s statement is doubtless true,
but these bureau chiefs, as I understand, are independent of each
other, have their own establishments, ete., which makes the sys-
tem extravagant, expensive, and cumbersome. The gentleman
Ei_ght go on and say that the President is at the head of every-

ing,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. KircHIN] has expired.

Mr, KITCHIN. Mr. Chairman, I dislike very much to ask for
an extension of time; but I would like to have about ten minutes
more; I have been interrupted very much.

The CHAIRMAN, Isthere objection to extending the gentle-
man's time for ten minutes? The Chair hears none,

Mr. KITCHIN. Now, Mr. Chairinan, only one other item, and
I will be through the discussion of this bill. Thereisintheaggre-

te for continit[mt expenses of the Burean of Yards and Docks,
the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, the Bureau of Equipment,
the Burean of Construction and Repair, the Ordnance Bureau, the
Burean of Steam Engineering, Burean of Supplies and Accounts,
Marine Corps, etc., the sum of $467,300. Now, gentlemen, in all
candor, would it not seem that $467,000 would be sufficient for all
contingent expenses—for anything that may be contingent or un-
expected? But in addition tfo this appropriation for contingent
expenses there is inserted in this bill a new item, in which there
is given as an “‘emergency fund” the sum of $300,000, to be used
at the discretion of the President.

Now, Mr. Chairman, in my opinion it wonld be unwise at an
time or on any occasion to give this vast sum of $500,000, to be dis-
posed of as an emergency fund by the President., It is true that
we unanimously voted in the last Congress to give the President
$50,000,000, becanse we knew what he wanted to do with it. He
wanted to prepare onr Navy at once to meet the Spanish enemy.
But here is an emergency fund in time of profound peace—an
emergendy fund of half a million dollars to-be placed at the dis-
posal of the Executive. I believe that under the Constitntion it
18 the duty of Congress to apgropriste monei;nand I believe we
ought never to exercise that duty unless we know for what s
cific purpose, as nearly as may be, the money is to be used. I be-
lieve that on a question of this kind it is the judgment of Con-
gress that onght to be taken, not the.judgment of the Executive.

One other thing, and I say it in all kindness to the other side of
the House and to the Executive. We have to-day an Executive
who has not been stable in his convictions on great questions af-
fecting this Government. We certainly do not know what posi-
tion he may occupy six months from now. We know not whether
he may, in order to maintain the Navy, decide under his expan-
gion theories to buy some little island out in the South Seas and
there entangle us, We know not what he may do. We have
heard him declaring at one time ths good American doctrine that
‘‘forcible annexation is criminal aggression'—a doctrine which
we, at least, on this side of the House believe—and then a few
months later we have seen him reject that doctrine and advocate
oppressive principlesunder the name of ** benevolent assimilation.”

e have seen him in December send to this House a well-con-
sidered message telling us that free trade was our *‘ plain daty”
with the Porto Ricans, and then before the flowers had bloomed
change his mind uﬁmn the subject. He can not well say, and no
other man can well say that he changed in hostility to the trusts;
because if his motive was hostility to the trusts, why did he make
any reduction atall? If 15 per cent was to be maintained, because
he wished to defeat the trusts, why did you not maintain the
whole 100 per cent? That cry of being against the trusts will
deceive no American citizen.

When we see the President, when dealing with the very basic
Erinciples of American government and American liberty, change

is mind so quickly, I hesitate to putinto his handsan emergency
fund of $500,000 to be expended wherever upon the earth or the
sea he may see fit.

If the gentleman from Illinois will pursue the argument that he
made when he said we could bunild better ships than any other
nation on the face of the earth; that our nation would be the great
shipbuilding nation of the world; that we had the steel and the
¢ and the labor and the intellect to build a great American
navy and a great merchant marine—if we can do that; and if
foreign nations are to-day, as he told us, having their ships built
here, I want the gentleman to consider whether that argument
will not lead him to antagonize the Hanna-Payne ship-subsidy
bill when it reaches this House. [Laughter and applause.]

I do not share the general ogainion that our Navy should be con-
stantly increased to the size of England’s. We do not need one go
large. We need a strong. well-equnipped, well-built, well-armored
with the best armor, and well-manned navy. I favor a larger
navy, but I do not favor therate of increase embodied in this bill.
Great navies are of great cost, which must be borne by the peo-
ple. 1fis proper for the Government officials to submit to Con-
gress their estimates, but it is the dunty of the representatives of
the people to carefully scrutinize thoze estimates, and to do so
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fearlessly. It is easy for high-salaried officials to forget how and
from whom the United States gets its revenues. This bill carries
more than $61,000,000 cash appropriations, and authorizes con-
tracts for millions more, The ships alone authorized by this bill
will probably cost complete 850,000,000, none of which is appro-
priated by this bill. Internal taxation is bearing heavily upon
the aibeople. The guestion of how to raise our money will be with
us always. When the country learns fully of this enormous bill
the people will exclaim, *“Is it imperialism? Is itcolonialism? Is
it to keep the Constitution {from tollowing the flag?’ When they
think of the burdens being placed upon them unnecessarily it will
be a sad day for the Republicans,

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that I have covered the main points
upon which I differ with the majority of the committee with re-
gard to this bill. I know that we all have the same patriotic love
for America; that we all desire that when we put battle ships on
the seas they shall be the best battle ships, the best armored, the
best manned of any in the world. No one wants us to face an
enemy with inferior machines. And however much gentlemen
on the other gide may think we on this gide are in error, no man
can say that any expression or intimation, either by countenance
or by word of mouth, has ever escaped the members of the mi-
nority contrary to the principles I have just announced, and no
man ever will, becanse we on this side have as much at heart the
glory and the honor and the preservation of the American Union
as any Republican ever dared to have. [Applause.]

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE,

The committee informally rose; and Mr, DALZELL having taken
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a m from the Senate, by
Mr. PrLaTT, one of its clerks, announ that the Senate had

ssed bills and joint resolution of the following titles; in which

e concurrence of the Honse was requested:

S8.R. 114, Joint resolution for the ef of Garfield Hospital;

8.2762, An act to authorize the Secretary of War to correct
the mili record of Wynn W. Pefley; )

8. 2259, act for the relief of Jeronemus S. Underhill;

8.943. An act to provide for the erection of a public building
in the cify of Great Falls;

S.8288. Anactto diminish the number of appraisers at the ports
of Philadelphia and Boston;

8. 879. An act for the relief of Levi Stoltz;

8.558. An act to make increment and accretions uxon the sums
reserved by the Department of State from the fund received by
the United States npon the account of the payment of the awards
of the late Spanish and American Claims Commission, and to pay
and distribute the same;

$S.3465. An act to provide an American register for the steam-
ship Garonne;

8. 3679. An act granting a deed gnitclaim and release to Loril-
lard Spencer, his heirs and assigns, of all the right, title, and in-
terest in and to certain land in the ci ofﬂowort., R.L;

S.78. An act granting a pension to Samuel W. Childs;

S.814. An act granting a pension to Rosa L. Conch;

S. 825, An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph B.
Coons;

KS. 1021. An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas H.
earney;

8. 1126, An act for the relief of Mrs, Narcissa (. Short;

Sl' 1274. An act granting an increase of pension to Augustus C,

t-H

S. 1347, Anact granting an increase of pension to Marie Sharpe;

8. 1569. An act granting a pension to Phebe E. C. Priestly;

8. 1776. An act granting a pension to John Carr;

8. 1901, An act granting a pension to Elvira Hunter;

S. 1975, An act granting an increase of pension to Annie D. M.

ood;
8. 2101, An act granting an increase of pension to George E.

Scott;
8. 2142, An act for the relief of Anna Whitney Tarbell;
8. 2400. An act granting an increase of pension to Edith Lock-
wood Sturdy;
s v?ﬁ? %570. An act granting an increase of pension fo John M,
8. 2729. An act granting a pension to Eliza L. Reese;
8. 2705, An act granting an increase of pension to Christina

oll;
MS. 13{)53. An act granting an increase of pension to Hariet E.
eylert;
8. 8082, An act granting a pension to Elizabeth F., Wolfley;
Msbgm. An act granting an increase of pension to Melancthon
OOy,
8. 8119, An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis Terry;
8. 8187. An act granting an increase of pension to Lunsford

Ellis;

5. 3189. An act granting a pension to John B. Wetherbee;

5. 8268, An act granting an increase of pension to Elisha F.
Barton;

8. 8314. An act granting a pension to Mary I Bradbury;

S, 3337. An act granting an increase of pension to Buren R.
Sherman; -

S. 3430, An act granting a pension to Catherine Weinheimer;

8. 3467. An act granting a pension to Hellen Lang;
= % 3470. An act granting a pension to Rosalia Tejidor Brincker-

off; :

3. 3480, An act granting a pension to John Holland;

S. 3534. An act granting an increase of pension to Helen G.
Heiner;

S. 8549,
Keyes:

S. 2708.

S. 3790.
Collins;

S. 8809, An act granting a pension to James Cook;

S, 3900. An act granting a pension to Sarah Clark;

8. 8922, An act granting an increase of pensionto Mary Corinne
Blandin;
DS. 4007, An act granting an increase of pension to Bernard

unn;

8. 4030. An act granting a pension to Helen M. Glenny; and

8. 3670. An act authorizing and directing the Secretary of the
Interior to issue a patent to the heir or heirs of one Tawamnoha,
or Martha Crayon, conveying to them certain lands in the State
of North Dakota, confirming certain conveyance thereof, and for

other purposes.
The m: also ammounced that the Senate had passed without
ills of the following titles:

An act granting an increase of pension to William A,

An act granting a pension to John H. Harrison;
An act granting an increase of pension to Anna M.

amendment
Re%dR 625. An act granting an increase of pension to Wesley

H, R. 963. Anactto extend the privileges of the seventh section
of the act approved June 10, 1880, to the port of Greenbay, Wis.;
COHO. R. 1147, An act granting an increase of pension to Luke H,

per;

H. R. 3654, An act granting a pension to Calvin E. Myers;
LH. R. 1681, An act granting an increase of pension to Isaac M.
B%o%ﬁ 1677. An act granting an increase of pension to Missouri

H. R. 8599, An act granting a pension to Ellen J. Williams;
DHﬁaE'f 3821, An act granting an increase of pension to Frances
.H. R. 3758. An act granting an increase of pension to Joshua
Ricketts;
H. R, 8307. An act granting an increase of pension to Johm

ite;

H. R. 4795. An act grauting an increase of pension to John
O'Connor;

H. R. 6486. An act granting an increase of pension to Orange
T, Berdan;
FH’f‘aﬁ 6731. An act granting an increase of pension to William
FHI;I R.;lzim An act granting an increase of pension to Benjamin

. Kurtz;

H. R. 1946, An act granting a pension to Jane F. Chalmers;
HHGRQBW' An act granting an increase of pension to Charles

. Gates;

H. R. 4562, An act granting a pension to Lois A. Fields;
MIE[. R. 8312, An act granting an increase of pension to Ellen V,

er;

%. R, 4836,
¥, Loveland;

H, R. 6089, An act granting a pension to Alfred T. Moreland;
5 ]Sibagl 1768. An act granting an increase of pension to George

. ¥i

H. R. 4657, An act granting a pension to Laura S. Pontious;

H. R. 8045. An act granting an increase of pension to Wilford

CDHoper;
Ca.n'ﬁ%hm& An act granting an increase of pension to Harrison
eld;
H.dR. 6019. An act granting a pension to Mrs. Therese W.

H. R. 5170. An act granting a pension to Cyrus Johnson:
RHV.VE-U 5171, An act granting an increase of pension to William
g ace;

An act granting an increase of pension to Wilbur

H. R. 3062. An act granting an increase of pension to Alanson
C. Eberhart;

H. R. 8605. An act granting a pension to Joseph Champlin;

H. R. 6356, An act granting an increase of pension to Lewis H.
Armstrong;

H. R, 7799, An act granting an increase of pension to Franklin
M. Burdoin;

H, R. 5961. An act granting an increase of pension to Charlos
A, Hausman; K

H. R. 4654. An act granting an increase of pension to Simcn
Van Der Vaart;
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FHA}{}' 5184. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph
. Allison;

H. R. 8214. An act granting a pension to John S. Dukate;"

H. R. 4089. An act granting a pension to Emily Burke;

H. R. 1172, An act granting a pension to Rebecca J. Jones;

H. R. 2303. An act granting an increase of pension to Levina
MiiP%'nseiq An act granti ion to Joseph E. Baldwin

. R, 3154, Anac ing a pension to ; win;

H. R.3941. Anact grant:ingga plt:;micnto Samuel B, Weeks; and
ME& hRiIBSBD. An act granting an increase of pension to Joshua

itchell,

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with
amendments bills of the following titles; in which the concurrence
of the House was requested:

H. R. 10449. An act making appropriations to supply additional
urgent deficiencies in the appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1900, and for other purposes;

H. R. 856. An act granting a pension to Mary McGrath:

BH. R. 42067. An act granting an increase of pension to Ezra A.
ennett;
H. R. 4335. An act granting a sion to William H., Edmunds;

H. R. 4606. An act to amen e charter of the East Washing-
ton Heights Traction Railroad Company; and
H. R. 5870, An act granting a pension to Phebe 8. Riley.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL,

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as the
mean by that those who are in favor of the the commif-
tee—have consumed two hours, and we have only one speech
from the minority, I suggest that it is ﬁc;per that we should at
least have another speech from that side before we proceed further
upon this side.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. That is not right, Mr. Chair-
man. I do not think it wonld be fair to say that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CoMMINGS] ;Epresanta the majority, because

majority—and I
t’.ofJ -

he very specifically stated that while he did not sign the minority
report he differed very radically with the majority on many of
their propositions.

Mr. CUMMINGS. What is the proposition?

Mr. WHEELER of Kentaucky. The proposition is that he is
charging you to hissideashaving occupied a part of the two honrs
which he says have been oceupied on that side, and he desires ns
to occupy still more of the time, Iwill state, Mr. Chairman, that
it is customary in debates of this sort fo alternate.

Mr, CUMMINGS. I think you ought to alternate.

Mr. WHEELER of Eentucky. I think you ought toalternate.
I think it wounld be hardly fair to require some gentleman of the
ainority to proceed now without giving us any opportunity to
hear from any member of the majority who proposes to go into
details in defense of this bill. The chairman generalized and
summarized the bill in its presentation to the House, We have
had absolutely no opportunity to judge of the position the major-
ity propose to take upon the questions at issue. 1.do not think it
is right to require us to proceed on this side, although we want to
be entirely fair about it. :

Mr. DAYTON. The report shows the position that we take.
We stand in defense of the bill.
~ The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize any gentleman
on the committee who desires to take the floor. If no gentle-
man desires to take the floor, the bill will be read by par: phs.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I was interrupted during m;
speech, so that 1 failed to continue a line of argnment on which
“had started, and that was with regard to the building of ships in
the nmryf-frards of Eurolﬁ.

The CHATRMAN, e Chair understands that the gentleman
from New York [Mr, CuamiNGs] consumed all of his time,

Mr. CUMMINGS. The Chair said he would recognize anybody
on the committee who wished to take the floor.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair, of course, intended that the
gentleman should understand that he would do sounder the rules
of the committee. Hemeant any gentlemanwho had not spoken.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I thinkif the gentleman from New York

[Mr. Dr1gGs] wants to take any time he had better goahead now.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. Mr, Chairman—

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky,

Mr. CUMMINGS. If the gentleman from Kentucky A
‘WHEELER] is to be recognized, I ask the privilege of extending
my remarks in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York asks nunan-
imouns consent to extend his remarks in the REcorp. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOSS. Iask unanimous consent that I may extend my re-
marks in the Recorp, and also that I may make a part of my
iﬁee_ch the report which I prepared as a part of the bill, including

e illustrations,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair hardly thinks that latter request
is within the province of the committee. That will have to be
done in the House. The gentleman from Illinois asks unanimous
consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp., Isthere objection?

Thers was no objection.

- Mr? WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Does that include the illustra-
ions :

The CHAIRMAN, Asfar as printing illustrationsisconcerned,
thgg is & matter in the control of the use and not of the com-
mittee.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Mississippi. That is what I thonght.

Mr. KITCHIN. Ishould like fo ask permission to extend my
remarks also in the REcorb,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina asks
unagimous consent toextend hisremarks in the REcorp. Is there

objection? L

'E‘hare was no objection,

Mr, GAINES. I should like to ask consent——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognized the gentleman from
Kentucky . WHEELER].

%I{L géT HIN. Before that, if the gentleman from EKentucky
Wi YI . >

The CHATIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Kentucky yield?

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky, T will yield; yes.

Mr. KITCHIN. Ishould like to state that I think some one on
the other side onght to speak now, because, as I recollect just
nov;,e after the gentleman from New York [Mr. Comaisgs] has
8 n——

p'%ha CHAIRMAN. The Chairwill suggestthatthatis amatter
for private arrangement.
. KITCHIN. ' I am going to ask the gentleman fo see if that
was not the understanding at that time——

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, if no gentleman desires to take
the floor, there is but one thing to do and that is to read the bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. The gentleman from Kentucky

. WHEELER| has yielded to the gen from North Caro-
na, and he has the right to say what he chooses during the time
yielded to him.

Mr. KITCHIN, Io%m want to state again, to see if I have the
correct recollection of the matter——

The CHAIRMAN., Of course this comes out of the time of the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. WHEELER].

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. That isall right. Let it come
out of my time.

Mr. KITCHIN. Thereisa gentleman here who I think onght
to speak on the other side, and 1 will state why. A shorttimeago,
after the genfleman from IIlinoiﬂh[ILrlr. Foss] had spoken, and after
the gentleman from New York [Mr. CuamuiNGs] had spoken, then
I did not want to this evening, as the Chair well re-
members, but the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. WHEELER] was
momentarily absent from the Hall, having been here all day, and
when the guestion came up, as I understood it, the gant{aman
over here said that both the speeches which had been made had
been on the same side, that is, the speeches of the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Cummings] and the gentleman from Ilinois [Mr,
Foss], and that therefore one of ms ought to proceed on the
minority side. Now, if that is true, then certainly one of the
gentlemen on the other side, it seems, ought to follow me.

Mr. WHEELER of Kentucky. I understand thatis a matter
which is entirely under the control—
Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. The gentleman from North
Carolina is just making the point, though. &

g . Iwas just making the point that was made
just now,

Mr. DAYTON. I will say in response to my friend that I do
not care tﬁ]ﬁk nunless something else is said against thisreport.

Mr. W ER of Kentucky. I will yield my hour of time to
the gentleman from New York [ Mr. DriaGs], and if the gentleman
g?m Vtgest Virginia has anything to say, then I will have some-

ng to say.
- The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Xentucky .
WHEELER] %1:‘31&3 one hour to the gentleman from New York .
DBIGG%. o gentleman from New York is recognized, ;

Mr. DRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, it is a source of the deepest
gratification to me, notonly as a Representative upon the floor of
this Hounse, but algo as a citizen of the Republic, that the Commit-
tee on Naval Affairs has deemed it wise to recommend so liberal
and important an increase of the Navy, It is also a sonrce of
satisfaction to me to realize that upon the question of the increase
of the Navy the members of this Hounse stand united, Democrats,
Popaulists, and Republicans alike, all being in favor of the con-
struction of more ships. This policy, if adhered to during the
next few years, will demonstrate to the world that we propose at
all times to be ready to defend the rights of American citizens,
protect American ships, and uphold the honor of the nafion
wherever it may be necessary.

There are, however, several features of the bill to which the
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minority members of the committee filed an adverse report, and
while I know nothing about an armor-plate plant, I desire to ex-
press my concurrence in their views in relation to the policy of
constructing some one of the proposed shipsin the navy-yards.
will also endeavor to demonstrate that it would be advisable for
the Government to inangurate the policy of constructing a certain
proportion of its ships in its own navy-yards.

I propose to commence my remarks by going back to the time
when Great Britain first authorized the construction of war ships
in her own yards; then coming to a later period, to treat of her
method of comparing the relative cost of vessels constructed in
her dockyards with those built by contract in private yards, and
then tothetime showing what we, the United States, did, and why,
if we adopted the same sgatem. the same fair plan of action that
Great Britian had adopted, there wonld beno guestion whatewer as
to whether we could construct ourownshipsto-dayinourown yards
as cheaply as they are to-day constructed in the contract yards.

An account was presented to the British Parliament in 1896 by
the admiralty showing the comparative cost of war vessels built
under the provisions of the national defense acts of 1889 to 1893,
'lﬂcontract and in the government dock, or, as we say, navy-yard.

e report concludes by stating that— -

F o first time a standard, imperfect though it may be, appear:
ava[alzht!g by ::hif::h to te:;t the reanlt%el’! work in Ifer Msjegty‘s dockyms-d? =

The com&troller and auditor-general, Sir Charles L. Ryan, ap-
pended to this report the following statement:

The comparative results show that dockyard shipbuilding is more favor-
able in the case of firs battle ships, but not so economical, so far as can
be judged by aggregate cost under tgae' other types; while it is noticeable
that dockyard results under the same types vary considerably inter se.

Note carefully that notwithstanding the extra cost of all classes
of war ships, excepting battle ships, built in the Englishdockyards
as compared with private or contract dockyards, the English Gov-
ernment, alike famous for its navy and the most economical ad-
ministration thereof of all its various departments, adheres rigidly
to this day to its policy of constructing a certain number of war
vessels in its own dockyard.

Now, then, Mr, Chairman, you will notice it was in 1889 that
the English national-defense act was passed. Four years trans-
Fireﬁ. to 1893, and still no comparisons were allowed by the Eng-
ish Parliament between the Government-built ship and the
contract-built ship. Three years longer went by, to 1896, before
these comparisons were allowed or were made, and why? These
statements that I am now giving in relation to the English-built
ships are from a paper written by Mr. Francis Elgar, delivered
before the Institute of Naval Architectsin 1896 in Great Britain,

Mr, Elgar is considered by all naval authorities the world over
to be the most expert in this line of evidence now living. Ibelieve
that is conceded by most naval architects and most naval theorists,
at least so far as the construction of ships is concerned.

When they first commenced building war vessels in the Govern-
ment dockyards what did they find? They found in the contract
yards, or I;rivate yards, as I shall call them, different systems in
every single solitary particular. They had different methods of
bookkeeping, different methods of acquiring material, and differ-
ent labor-saving devices unknown to the dockyards., They found
the private machine shops better equipped, better located, and

‘linore co:genient to the work to be performed than those in the
ockyards.

When the Government started in to compare, it did the only
just and fair thing. It reformed and revised its entire system of
constructing ships and account keeping in the English dockyards,
It appointed a commission, which went all over Great Britain to
the great private yards. The owners of the private yards allowed
comparisons to be made between their systems of bookkeeping and
the Government system of bookkeeping; I mean account keeping
in every single particular; and after the Government had made a
most careful study of the subject, it adopted the best system that
could be conceived, namely, the best of the various systems of all
other yards.

It then found, in addition to that, that the machine shops and
other buildings, to which I alluded & while ago, were not as con-
veniently located in Government dockyards as in the private
yards. They made an allowance for each and every one of thess
things, and then came the question of labor. In the Government
yards it was ascertained,and beyond any question of doubt what-
ever, that the laborers first employed in the Government dock-
yards were not equal in productive ability to the laborers employed
and engaged in the private yards. And why? Because the pri-
vate yards had for a great many years—some of them established
in 1853 and one of them established in 1849—been making mer-
chant ships, been building the merchant marine, and therefore
their laborers better understood the art of shipbuilding. The
men employed by the Government in'the Government dockyards
when the Government commenced building warships therein, in
1883, understood practically nothing about their construction and
therefore were at a great disadvantage.

There are many little details in relation to these yards that Ido
not care to allude to just now; but I will say that from the time
the national-defense act was passed until 1893 70 ships were built.
There were 8 first-class battle ships, 2 second-class battle ships, 9
first-class eruisers, 20 second-class cruisers, 4 third-class cruisers,
18 torpedo boats, and nearly all these ships were building or built
at the time of the comparison made by Elgar. The construction
of the ships were carried out as follows:

Vessels. Private yards. %%‘;i’;.nm‘mt
Battlo shipe. o e sa e 2 3
Becond-class battle ships Not completed. | Not completed.
First-class cruisers .. 3 4
BSecond-class cruisers. 17 4
Third-class cruisers . None. All built in.
Torpedo DOGES ceeeerrecnmnaesemanmananes ] 5

The remainder of ships were not in an adequate state of com-
pletion for comparison.

Now, I desire to give the figures as to the cost of these shipsin
relation to their construction in comparison with all these Eng-
lish ships, I regret exceedingly that neither the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. LOUDENSLAGER] nor the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr, BUTLER] is present, because I would like them to
hear this, as it relates to one of the questions asked in the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs:

Average costs of the dockyard and eontract vessels of various cldsses built under the naval defense acts of 1839 and 1893,
[Direct charges, exclusive of reserve gun mountings.]

Hull, fittings, and equipment. oy -1"10[“; gf ot WA
rec 0
Hull, etc Propelling| ;BOUSY" | Steam- |Admiraltyicharges, as| DOSKY&Td | {1clndin
exclusive | Vertical Total, | @ndother B8, 7S boats. jinspection.| per naval 1 vy inciden
of vartic: armor. machin- tn& ato defense g charges.
armor. ery. act.
First-class battle ships:
Dockynrd.--..--.p..l ..................... £331,454 | £261,260 3 £102, 316 £80, 281 £7,480 loceeaca-...| 2£782,7T51 £60, 850 £843, 590
Oobractii LI AT el e el 423,420 260, 682,078 97,045 77,908 6, 063 , 068 872, 962 9,830 882,792
st-class ernisers:
=31, 805 06, 693 28,496 BB i naates 363, 016 34,010 397,026
, 256 97,238 29,043 8,505 4,246 86D, 188 4,993 374,181
224 398 102,914 82,47 e (o B R e 304, 40 a7, 71 402, 251
23,581 05, 340 20,253 8,830 8,633 855,577 4,088 860, 505
Bm%iﬁ-cgm cruisers:
Dok 80, 466 11,022 (71 EO— 100,874 24,006 214,470
66, 083 9,153 64t 1,202 184,034 2,007 156, 631
67, 000 9,080 o i e 175,088 14, T34 189,772
64, 804 9,184 1,084 172,785 2,151 174, 056
54,808 7,818 [l e iyieaainrhd 144,663 16,759 157,228
46,421 10,642 | ovaneannnes 1,758 128,060 |.ccsorwsneas ,
23, 084 5, 625 r) 8 e 58, 800 8,015 06,313
20,077 4, 660 430 Bi6 51,670 52,418

e T E—_
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The above table is from page 87 of the Transactions of the In-
stitution of Naval Architects of Great Britain for 1896, and while
it might be profitable for me to make comment thereon in my own
language, I deem it advisable to use the comments of the great
naval authority, Francis Elgar, esq., who is the compiler of the
same, On page 88 Mr. Elgar uses the following language:

The average amounts shown in Table B show the average cost to the ad-
miralty of the dockyard-builtand the contract-builtship, respectively. * * *
The expenditure upon the hulls, fittings, and equipment is the actual cost of
the work in the case of the dockyard ships, but in the case of contract ships
the exPand.itm-e shown in the tables includes the unknown but important
item of profit or losa to the contractor. This requires to be remembered in
judging of the figures.

He also states in other parts of his ar ent that there was
practically no difference in the cost of the principal materials,
such as steel, timber, and other large items between the admiralty
and the contract built ships. He states, further, that there were
differences of rates of wages, and especially in the individual earn-
ings of certain classes of piece workers, and then in detail we are
told the various classes of labor in the private yard, which re-
ceived higher wages than those in the Government yards. I
might mention, taken at random from that list, riveters, drillers,
wood workers, and ordinary mechanica, -

But their output of work was greater than the work of the same
class of men in the Government yards. It is also demonstrated
beyond question that another reason for the additional labor cost
on the Government-built ships in these English dockyards, as
compared with the contract ships, was the fact that the various
machine shops, hoisting cranes, and other large pieces of ma-
chinery absolutely essential in the construction of a ship were not
as cenfrally located as the machine shops, hoisting cranes, ete.,
in the private yards, This point is so very important that I wounld
respectinlly ask every member of this House to take it into care-
ful consideration when finally voting upon the proposition sub-
mitted in the report of the minority.

Mr, Chairman, I ras%ectfully apologize to the Honse for guot-
ing so liberally from the article written by Mr. Elgar, but I can
not make too emphatic the fact that he is considered by naval
architects the world over as the most eminent specialist on the
subject here under consideration. He states in relation to the
labor that—

The differences of cost of work, whatever these may be, apart from the
profits or losses upon contracts, a}:pear to be due not very much to differ-
ence in prices of material or rates of wages, but chieﬂito the extent to which
the various yards are laid out and are equipped with machines and appli-
ances for performing this class of work with facility and economy and at a

um of expenditure for the transport and handling of materials and
the employment of labor upon them; and also tothe good organization of the
labor with reference to the special requirements of the work, * * * and
at such rates as contribute most effeciively to the general progress and econ-
omy of the whole.

You will u};robably notice in the table above given that some
of the English dockyard-built ships are cheaper than the contract
ships, while others are more expensive, the greater expense of the
Government-built ships being particularly noticed in the case of
first-class cruisers. This, however, was easily explained away by
Sir Nathaniel Barnaby, K. C. B., one of the Admiralty, who
stated thatthe additional cost was brought abont entirely through
the changing of the gun mounts on the dockyard ehips and not
changing the gun mounts on the contract ships; that is to say,
that the first-class cruisers built in the dockyards were ar
with heavy muzzle-loading rifles. But as these rifles became ob-
solete prior to their completion, the Admiralty was forced to
have the gun mounts sufficiently heavy for the satisfactory sup-
port of the guns of heavier tonnage.

The total cost, including the incidental charges, of the first-class
battle ships built in the Government dockyards, was £843,000 (sce
table), while in the contract yards it was £882,000; or, in other
words, a difference of about £39,000 in favor of the Government-
built ships. That is as to the battle ships.

The next item is that of the first-class cruisers, There are two
classes given, and in all these classes in mentioning cruisers two
classes are referred to—the sheathed and the unsheathed. The
first-classsheathed eruisers builtat the Government dockyards cost
£397,000, while the cost of the contract-built first-class sheathed
cruiser was £374,000. The cost of the unsheathed first-class
cruiser in the Government dockyards was £402,000, and the con-
tract-built cost £360,000.

In the second-class cruisers you will find that the difference is
sosmall that it ishardly worth mentioning. In the sheathed class
the difference in favor of the contract ship was about £14,000, and
in the case of the unsheathed ship it was about £15,000,

In the third-class cruisers it amounted to some £24,000. In the
case of torpedo boats and torpedo gunboats it amounts to about
£14,000 difference. Great Britain and France through their re-
ports have conceded that torpedo boats can not be built as chea;lail‘g
in the Government yards as they can in private yards. Theya
concede that to?edo gunboats can not be built as cheaply in
Government yards as they can in private yards and that third-
class crnisers can not be built as cheaply; but battle ships and
firet and second class cruisers, sheathe(f and unsheathed, can be

built more cheaply to-day in these Government yards than they
can be built in private yards.

The expense given in these items which I read a moment ago
upon the hulls, fittings, and equipments is the actual cost of the
work in the case of the (iockyard ships, butin the case of contract
ships the figures contained in the tables include the unknown
but important item of profit or loss to the contractor, and to that
I will allude later.

In the case of English ships built in the Government yards note
carefully that everything conceivable except the armament, stores,
and ammunition was included, and by everything I mean hull,
machinery, masts, spars, dynamos, derricks, cables, anchors, life-
boats, rafts, gun mounts, and so on.

I mention these different things becanse when I arrive at one
stage of my argument I propose to compare this system with the
system in vogue in the United States when our comparisons were
made, Under the head “Dock-yard expenditure” you will notice
a vast difference in fayor of the contract ships, that demonstrates
more than any other feature the absolute fairness of the English
comparison, inasmuch as these charges were largely made up of
surveys of ships on receipts from contractors, steam launches,
carrying out the steam, gunnery, electric and torpedo trial trips,
and making alterations and repairs.

In our yards at the time ships were constructed, according to
an article by Mr. Baxter, a naval constructor of this country, in
a paper read by him on navy-yard expenses, he most emphaticallg
states that in many cases the masts, rigging, electrical plants, an
miscellaneous articles were not included in the specifications given
out to the contractors for the contract-built ships in our country,
ang}i when provided by the shipyard additional compensation was
paid.

He says, further, with every war ship numerouns small but ex-
pensive fittings and many minor changes and additions are neces-
sary after some experience with the crew on board. This work has
usually been done by the navy-yards, but when done by the ship-
yards they have received additional compensation. ring the
greater portion of the decade premiums were offered for trial re-
sults which exceeded the contract requirement; the amounts thus
earned varied with differentships, but their totals caused increased
expenditure on the part of the Government amounting to no
small pmgorta'on of the total contract price. The contractors were
also reimbursed for the cost of these trial trips.

I do nof wish at present to go extensively into the subject of
cost of labor in our yards, but will prepare for the treatment of
this subject by submitting the following statement of cost per
ton of the labor employed in the construction of certain ships in
Her Majesty's dockyards:

Statement of cost per ton, weight of hull, fittings, and equipments, exclusive of

armor and protective-deck plating, of the labor employed in the construction
of the undermentioned ships in Her Majesty's dockyards.

- Period of Cost per
HName of ship. construction. tf.ml.:'e
£ s
Colossus 1870-1380 57T 8
1870-1886 48 14
1882-1888 50 14
18R2-1889 45 16
1886-1880 3 6
18580~ 82 0
1876-1883 50 0
1883-1887 41 18
1884-1891 8 12
1888-1891 34 18
1890-15803 8 4

This tableis in many ways fully as instructiveand importantas
the table first given, for you wxli note in the construction of the
Colossus seven years were necessary for its full completion from
the date of first laying the keel, and the cost was about $285 a ton
for wages; while in the case of the Royal Sovereign, the last-
mentioned battle ship, you will observe that the time required for
her complete construction was only about three years, and that
the cost for wages was Onlf $160 a ton.

Without going into a full argument on the subject of the cruis-
ers, comparing the length of time and the amount of wage saved.
from the construction of the AMercury to the buildi ng of the Cres-
cent, it is sufficient to say that itis a remarkable fact, demonstrated
by the above tables, that as the shipbuilding mechanics became
more proficient in their work the length of time necessary for the
complete construction of the ships was greatly reduced, and the
reduction of wage per ton was also cut down in proportion.

To-day it is a well-known fact to every foreign naval architect
that first-class battle ships can be constructed in government dock-
yards where the equipment is as thorough as in contract yards
at a cost varying from 5 to 10 per cent less, exclusive of inci ental
charges, than in contract yards. First and second classprotected
and unprotected cruisers are also being constructed in foreign
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governmental dockyards from 2 fo 8 per cent cheaper than con-
tract charges; while it is freely admitted, on the other hand, that

boats, torpedo-boat destroyers, and torpedo boats can not be
E:i[;t as cheaply in the government yards as in the contract estab-
hsg;:e]x;ts.m k in the foreign dockyards has d

ipbuilding work in the foreign do TOZTesse
with rapid strides in a straightforward manner, and tII:e friendly
rivalry between the mechanics employed by the government and
those employed by contract yards has become so great that the
work done for the government itself, whether in government or
_ private yards, has considered infinitely superior to the work
prior to 1876, when almost all the work was performed by private
contractors. The construction of shipsin foreign dockyards is
now considered as essential an arm to the national defense as the
proper maintenance of anavy or the thorough equipmenf and
training of an army.

Now, Mr, Chairman, why, in all fairness, should we not, in view
of the grave responsibilities which have been thrust npon us on
account of the war with Spain, take an interest equally as great
in our national defense and providing for the common welfare as
do those in authority in the nations and countries of the Old
World? Some one, however, ma{’::y that the figures given b
me above, and the anthority so liberally guoted, simply deal wit
the proposition of English dockyards, and before giving in detail
the work being done in the various dockyards of the different
countries of the Old World allow me to quote the exact langunage
of Bienayme, inspector-general of naval construction of France,
in re France:

In France the cost of war ships, whether constructed in public or private
dockyards, is very much the same. In noone case does onesee in France the
wide differences which have been brought to notice by Mr. Elgar.

Now, you can see from the comparisons made in the English
yards th:ﬁewem eminently fair to the Government; and I contend
that at time the com; were made in this country we
were eminently nnfair to the Government. All through England,
prior to the date of the comparisons as to the cost of their ships,
there was a great hue and cry among the le as to the vast
amonnt of money for Government-built ships, and in
the House of Commons a member of the House of mons,
whose name I have forgotten, rose in his place on the floor and
gaid it was not right that Great Britain shounld construct ships in
her own yards when they could be constructed so much more
cheaply in private yards. The reply then was that the time had
not arrived for comparisons to be made between contract ships
and Government d. ard-built ships.

From 1883 down to 1896, after thirteen years of continnouscon-
struction had passed, the English Admiralty said, *“ We are read
to compare the cost of ships built in the Government yards an
the cosf of ships built in the contract yards,” I might say, too,
that in Great Britain the cost of material to the Government and
contractoris practically the same. Therelarge contractsaremade,
and naval constructors are able to call for any kind of material
they ma nire in the construction of a ship. Suppose, if you

lease, there has been a thonsand tons of steel contracted for; or,

ft you like, four or five hundred tons of beams, nuts, and bolts
that are necessary for the construction of a ship; the maval con-
structor has the right to telephone or order just such material as
he needs on that contract.

Now, I believe our naval constructors in this country are just
as honest, and just as capable, and just as fair as any naval con-
structors on the face of tge earth; and if they had that system in
this country, they wonld be able to go into the markets and pur-
chase, as they do in Great Britain, in the cheapest places. [Ap-

lanse,] The system in this country is all wrong. Mr, Bowles,
_in his statement before the Committee on Naval Affairs, said that

under thesystem in vogue in this country we are compelled to buy
everything of the very best quality; and he also states in another
place that in many parts of the ship it is not always absolutely
essential to place material of the very best %ua.hty.

I mean around the small work—brass and so on used in rail-
ings; but under our law everything has to be of the very best.
I contend now, on the floor of this House, that in the contract-
built ship of the United States built at the private yards con-
tractors do not put in first-class material in all parts of the vessel,
guch as is called for by the plans and specifications, becaunse it is
not necessary for the strength or safety of the ship. I make no
invidions comparison or any unjust charges.

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman yf:l?i to me?

Mr. DRIGGS. Certainly.

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman, I perceive, is in favor of con-
structing ships in the navy-yard?

Mr. DRIGGS. Yes; some of them.

Mr. CANNON. He speaks of buying material out of which to
construct ships. Why not go to the end logically and mine the
coal, quarry the limestone, erect the furnace and make thesteel, cut
down the trees and build the sawmills, saw and plane the lum-
ber? Why stop with the construction in the navy-yard; why not
make it dead sure and give labor proper employment and prepare

all the material? Why not I_Api)lreyn;l.:we the material that is to enter
into the construction of the ship at the Government expense?

Mr. DRIGGS. I will answer with pleasure, because the gen-
tleman from Illinois has been exceedingly courteous to me since
I have been a member of the House. 3

I will say that later in my argnment—for I have been granted an
hour—I propose to take up the subject of the national defense in
connection with Government war-ship building. I believe it
should be the policy of this Government, following the policy of
England, France, Russia, Germany, Denmark, Sweden, and Aus-
tria, to construct some of our ships in our own yards, simply as
an auxiliary branch of the national defense. If we deem it nec-
essary to have a standing army, if we deem it to arm
our militia, if we deem if necessary fo man our ships and our
guns, I contend it is just as necessary to have shipbuilding me-
chanics in our yards as it is to have an efficient small standing
army, an efficient militia, and a competent navy. [Applause.]

Mr, CANNON. That does not answer my question.

Mr. DRIGGS. I believe that if the Government is authorized
to buy its own material at the cheapest rates obtainable there
will be no room for dispute when the comparison comes to be made
between the cost of the Government constructingships in its own
yards and the construction of them by contract.

Mr. CANNON, But, if the gentleman's argument is good, why
should not the Government manufacture its own steel, mine its
own coal, cut down its own lnmber, erect its own sawmills, etc.?

Mr, DRIGGS. Icanunderstand exactly the point of the gentle-
man’s question, which is, Why should not the Government go
into all sorts of business enterprises so far as it needs any kind of
material for Government work? On that subject I fully agree
with the gentleman. I do not believe it would be advisable for
us to erect sawmills, to mine coal, and everything of that kind, ~
But when a question of national policy comes up, then I believe
that we as legislators should use our best judgment as to what it
is best for the nation to do in that particular case, looking at the
business of the nation as a practical question, Idonotknow that L
have answered the %entlaman‘a guestion, but I have tried to do so.

Mr. CANNON. Idonot see that the %ntleman has met my
question laaa\ti.!sflél;t.:i:':u'ilﬂ.1 He, coming from Brooklyn, represents a
navy-yard district. the navy-yard of his district ships may be
constructed. Irepresenta district where wehave furnaces, where
we mine coal, where we have steel mills (and you can not build
ships without steel), where we have lumber also. Now, why
should not the Government found a plant in my district where it
can manufacture steel, where it can mine coal, where it can cut
lumber, ete.? Why should it not make dead sure that the raw
material, so to speak, entering into our ships is provided? We
have competent mechanics and other workmen there. I desire
the gentleman to tell me why this proposition would not be on all
fours with the grogosition to establish an armor plant?

Mr. DRIGGS. I understand what the gentleman from Tlinois
wants me to say. I have tried to answer his question. Iam not
in favor of the Government going into all sorts of business enter-
prises. But where a question of national policy and mnational
defense is involved I would have the Government take up the
qguestion exactly as I believe it should take up a question of finan-
cial policy, such as has recently been settled in this House,

‘Where the honor of the nation may be involved, where it is
proper that we should have at all times an able and efficient corps
of men to do the work of the Government, where important work
is to be done for the defense of the Government, I would have
the Government establishments work side by side with those en-
gaged in private business, because in that way they can be a check
one upon another, and would do far better work than under a
different system. We will procure far betfer results where pri-
vate and Government workmen are placed in competition with
each other than we could if certain men were allowed to have a
monopo]{ of a certain line of industry. In view of these consid-
erations I believe it can be demonstrated thatitisadvisable forus

to build some of our own ships in our own navy-yards, [Ap-
ause. -
ler. ATNES. Can the gentleman tell us what governments of

Europe have their own armor factories?

Mr. DRIGGS. I do not know anything in regard to the armor-
plate question. Iam nof talking about that.

Mr. GAINES. I know that Russia, Italy, and France have
their own armor factories,

Mr. DRIGGS. Iknow nothing about that. I am simply talk-
ing of the proposition in regard to Government ships.

'o continue, Mr. Bowles lained in his statement before the
Committee on Naval Affairs that under our system of yard man-
agement requisition npon requisition is uently needed for the

rocurement of the simplest necessities. y this is I know not.
Ft may be the result of a system which is intended as a protection
for the Government against extravagance. I simply repeat what
I said a few moments ago, that I do not believe our constructors
in this country are more extravagant or wasteful of the public
money than those of foreign countries. )




1900. CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD—HOUSE.

The labor in foreign yards, taking it as a whole, is of equal pro-

Vessels launched in 1509—Continned,

ductive ability. Igave the reason for a few moments ago. GERMAXY.
The mechanics, the foremen, the boys, and the laborers of every Ton-
description in English dockyards are on a par with those in the Name, Class. nage. Built at—
English private yards. 1t is true that in all English ship or dock
Exﬂﬂ the hours of labor are the same, but the rates of E:f 11,180 | Kiel.*
e same. The rates of pay in Erwate yards are hig
Government yards, so that the Government has had cunndmble z,ﬁ g;‘;lm;
diﬂ‘lculr%“ obtaining the best laborers for work in its own dock- 350 | Eibiag:
yards t at the same time it is said by Professor Elgar that in
all probability the average wages, with several exceptions, earned
by each of the two classes of men—the one in Government yards
and the other in pnvata yards—are about equal, and their pro- Sestri-Ponente,
ductive ability is also e& seghorn.
Mr. GAINES. e gentleman give us the modus oge.ranﬂi CastimaTe o Stas
gfﬂ anaﬁufuctundng ilat tng Government anz;onﬁs i!.t Il':iﬁg- Coatib. e mnene e L 1,& Do+
ass,, and other ces? entleman from Iowa [Mr. | Lampo Tonmdo “hoat degtroyer. ... Schichau,
HuwLL] stated some Eime ago tha.t the best guns in the world were | Pellicano .........| Torpedo boat................| M7 | Sestri-Ponente.
made at those Government gun factories. T
1]gr'.lrr. DRIGGV% hI know nothing t;bc;gﬁ themanrgla.cture (Lf gm:llf it
oceeding wit my argnment, the owing table will show the e XL rlate o
gtatus of the different names acuordmg to a report issued by the E:ah el Tt mmf‘.‘.’l_...-...-.l’.:: %%% Eﬁ:ﬁo .
British Parliament in July,1898: @ | Yakumo ..........| First-class cruiser....._.... g, g Ste &.
1,800 | Kure.
Completed. Under construction. 270 | Thora
3 800 | Yarrow,
1 ! B s
OTT;
g B g .g AP w8 811 | Yarrow
ggé a 2l S iaégghg
= = -
A A EN R ELS o 138 | Boplar.s
A
52|er|12| 9|15| 5|8he|elelsl2]s] 3 R § oS
18| 9]10| 8| 8| 2|1|8aho|1{e|2]...] 6
95 |30 8| T|15 |14 (10 W|3|83|8|1| 6 CHINA.
afense shi 1518 ]g ] ltgr 3 i =t Riam
gngmgom;s_‘f?.::_::: % (15|17 | 23| 1T e Ly Torpedobost Sestroyer .| 80 { Fu Obsn,
or special purposes BN 2 e e ===
’I"Dcrg:du‘bmtdestroyers_ 60 ). 10 _f._.l. .. .ls|8 1)1 8 DRRMARE.
Torpedo boats ............. QBIELILI&I]BNS fSH.-.‘E.--B 2%1&
Herluf Trolle...?.| Armored cruiser........... 8,470 | Copenhagen.*
*Including 6 don\ﬂe-tnrret monitors, 13 old btu:rret monitors, and the
ram Katahd gl.. 13 old monitors would be included in computing BRAZIL.
the strength nfthe Na onthamalhashod!ag&:med,um (0, N.{S
1+ Torpedo boats completed, 18; under construction, 13. (0. N.L) Marechal Floriana| Cruiser gl
Vessels launched in 1399, HOLLAKND,
ENGLAND.
- Utrecht........... Armored cruiser........... 4,083 | Amsterdam.*
on-
Name. Class, nage Built at— PORTUG AL,
15,000 | Dev 3 Donna Amelia....| Cruiser . 1,080 | Tagus.
ji%e | Pl
VO]
15,000 | Portsmouth. # Government yard
%g Chatham. ENGLAND.
X ] The . from Sell’'s Commercial Intelli London, A; 1880,
4,700 | Pembroke. showa cg‘te m gg;zar ships built by the Goventinass for umm
2,30 | Chathazn. SRl ‘m“““““““ “”E’“i;"’:f AL DAVE SAEsS Shh St of, Taval ot e
ty of war have ca na 5
1& Glasgow. lng to rise grutlév during late years. The following figures show ‘Lhaipcuu.rse
150 | Shanghal this movemen
% i’o‘pﬂr% Output of Government dockyards,
822 | Newcastle. Year, Ves- | Displace- Total cost, Cost per ton.
210 | Hebburn on Tyne. ® sels. | ment. per
Tons, £
H Emamminma 85 e
11,270 | Toul . . -
Buffren . .coceanses 'Batf.Io ship, first clasa._.... 12'23‘5 o:san. g %ﬁ f-%-% 14,212,278 | 58 0| 282.28
Henri IV.....o-.-. RBattle ship, second class...| 8,848 nger'bourx. 8 98’700 | 1803 510 g:%&'% g lg gﬁ
J!:ﬁriende!lﬂt& Cruiser 5,085 | L'Orient. g g’:% ::g:% %*%% g}e %&
Infernet —-o.ocoeee 452 e ey - i
: 4 31,88 | 1,752,700 | 8,620,515 | 55 0| 267.08
Admiral doGuey- 817 | L'Orlent. 0| TRow| Lommim | i | 1| B
846 | Rochefort.
645 | L'Orient. “These figures show that between the years 1800 and 1598 there was an in-
308 | Havre. creased cost of nearly £19 per ton for the completed ship of war, which is, of
808 Do. a serious factor in the annual naval expenditure.™ includes
86 | Bardeaux. e g, hull, , armaor, and armament.
}3}, o 2 GERMANY.
The German Government om t.hm shipbuilding yards—one at Kiel, one
at Wi - gﬂnwt hl:-.h ?393 exclusively used tm;w the
il,ﬂjng :] war
- h.n:;bnen built for - German navy: lai%?mgi“%msmmdcg
12,835 | St. Petersburg. Yauios, mbmta. AT a&m "’Y“ml"" i rpedo Desides
ards toa great extent loyed in
3:% Philadalphia. ild -n?jvpmls for ﬁ,::nl lm:gmsyas za.?’ﬁum“impmﬁ’im'%g?ﬁ’ﬁé’f have
-| 6,630 | Bt. Petersburg. %ﬂ;ﬁ:ﬂ; oy nat de d. Howem. the building of ships in
% | Elbig. ¥ was handi intbastnrtbymto!mmm‘cmnnderﬂi—
850 | Birkenhead. ence in iron working, at.m:nmhymfe lack of confidence—even on
part of German shipomn— of this country could turn
out iron vessels comparable in price with those produced by
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British constructors. The managers of the Lloyd and Hamburg companies
shared this distrust, and down to as late a date as 1880 their steamers were
pmcﬁmﬂmll built on the Clyde and the Mersey.

Meanwhile, ten years earlier, and just before the memorable epoch of 1870,
the Prussian (fovernment had established at Kiel and Wilhe ven yards
for the construction and repair of war vessels, which work had been hitherto
done almost exclusively in this country at Danzig. The events of 1870 made
it imperative for the newly consolidated German Empire to build and equip
a navy in its own ship; and at the earliest possible moment.

The Government yards were inadequate to the task, so a contract was
given to the private Vulcan shipyard at Stettin for the construction of the
armored frigate Preussen, which was so quickly and satisfactorily executed
that a second vessel, the armored corvette Hansa, was ordered. The build-
ing of the Preussen marks the date of the revival. The confidence of the

ralty was secured; it was shown that armored war vessels could be de-
signed and construocted in Germany. * * #*

ITALY.

In the last thirty tgears the building of war ships has become one of the

ﬁ“‘ gﬁgssglﬂm of the country. Italy has four national and three private
T yards.

ﬂo war aths are built in the Government navy-yards at Castellamare di
Stabia, both by the Government and under private contract. The Govern-
ment has approved the recommendation of the Italian minister of marine for
built four new first-class battle ships. These will be given out to private
contra

There are now in the course of constrnction at the navy-yard in Venice
the Ferruccio; at Spezia, the battle ship Regina Margherita; at Castellamare
di Stabia, the Benedetto Brin, the Agordat, and the Coatit—the last one being
about ready to launch and the 4gordat now receivinf her armamunt.

At the Naples yard they are shing the war ship Emmanuele Filiberto,
and in the private shipyard Orlando, at Leghorn, they are building the
Varese,and at the private arsenal at Sampierdarena the Garibaldi. The Gov-
ernment repo to have concluded a contract with the steel works
at Terni for furnishing 5,000 tons of armor plates for the ships now building,
and a further contract for 85,000 tons to complete said ships will be given out
in the immediate future. At Naples no ships are built, but only finished as
to machinery and equipments. 7

JAPAN.

Aside from the construction of small cruisers, gunboats, torpedo boaf
and launches, but little has been attempted in the more difficalt work o
building men-of-war. After the establishment of the large goyvernment iron
and steel fom efforts in this direction may be ex . At present
naar‘llyallms for steamship building is imported. Bteel plates are now
laid down here at from £8 bs. to £9 15s. (§40.15 to §47.44) per ton.

* AUSTRIA-HUNGARY.

Nearly all the war ships of Austrin-ﬂun%'sry have been built at home, the
majority in the imperial navy-yard at Pola, and five or six cruisers anda
dozen torpedo boats by the Stabilimento Tecnico, of Trieste. The last-men-
tioned company has also built a number of war s}u}:\s for the Argentine Re-
public, Urugnay, and Roumania. The building of war ships at Trieste is
:md to have no noticeable effect upon the cost of constructing merchant
ps.
NETHERLANDS.

fghi:l following list of war ships built since the year 1894 was sent by this
official: :

“LIST OF WAR SHIPS BUILT IN THE NETOHERLANDS SINCE 180f.

“ Government dockyard, Amsterdam (Rijkswerf te Amsterdam).—An ar-
mored vessel of 3,500 tons displacement, horsepower, and 16 knots speed
was launched in 1804 and completed in 1886. A protected cruiser of 3,900 tons
displacement, 10,000 horsepower, and 20 knots speed was launched in 1896 an
completed in Another protected cruiser of the same type was launch:
in 1&8 and completed in 1800. Anarmored vessel of 4.950 tons displacement,
6,000 hors%owar. and 16 knots speed has been laid down in 1888,

“ Private dockyard, Flushing (firm Koninklijke Hm““""fﬁg de Schelde te
Vligji —An armored vessel of 3,500 tons displacement, 4,700 horesepower,
and 18 £no speed was launched in 1894 and completed in 1896, A protected
cruiser of 8,900 tons displacement, 10,000 horsepower, and 20 knots speed was
launched in 1507 and completed in 1808. Another protected cruiser of the
same type was launched 1897 and completed in 1880. Two unprotected
cruisers of 82 tons displacement, 1.2%0 horsepower, and 13 knots speed were
lannched in 1896 and completed in 1897,

* Private dockyard, Rot am ( firm Nederlandsche Stoomboot Maatsch
te ﬂﬂzmorda.—An armored vessel of 8,500 tons displacement, 4,700 horse-

wer, and 16 knots was launched in 1894 and completed in 1896. A pro-
&)ctud cruiser of 3, tons displacement, 10,000 horsepower, and 20 knots

was lannched in 1806 and completed in 1888, Another protected cruiser
the same type was launched in and completed in 1508, An armored
tons displacement, 6,000 horsepower, and 16 knots speed has

1599,
“Private dock Amsterdam (firm Th 3 en van Gelder, Amsterdam).—
One unpmtemxacrfquiwr of 820 tt(}{:!.s dtapgg;’:nanb. 1,800 horsepower, and 13
knots speed was launched in 1804 and completed in 1885. Another unpro-
tected cruiser of the same was launched in 1805 and completed in 1896.
“ Private dockyard, Amsterdam (firm Nederlandsche Stoomboot Maatscha al?
te Amsterdam).—Two unprotected cruisers of T80 tons displacement, 1, )
horsepower, and 18.5 knots speed were launched in 1897 and completed in 1808.”

DENMARE.

The royal Danish war ships are built exclusively by the Government itself,
at the royal navy-yards, and their building has no effect whatever upon the
eost of constructing merchant ships. ¢ o

Relative to the cost of American battle ships in different countries, the
chief constructor of the English navy publishes some figures, according to
which the English battle ships Nile and Trafalgar, 1885, cost 17,000,000 marks
each, while those of the Royal Sovereign class cost something less, and those
of ‘hlfs. Majestic type some g more, The cost of the Poweryul was 13,000,000
mar

These figures indicate the cost of construetion exclusive of armament and
ammunition. The new French battle ships cost 20,000,000 marks es.cl&bthe
United States Indiana 18,000, and the latest German battle ahjﬁoli. 000
marks. By figuring the price per ton for the purpose of com n, uslng
that of the Majestic as a 'Ea.se. and calling it 1, the Nile costs 1.Z8 per ton, the
French battle ships 1, the Indiana 1 and the Kaiser Friedrich Willehn
only 1. T ton.

lg we tgge into consideration that the last-named ship has been equipped
with the new Krupp armor, which costs about one-fifth more than the armor

employed on the Majestic, it will be seen that Germany is able to build her
wnrshfps as cheaply, or even more cheaply, than England, which, in view of
Eep;ln.nin of German naval construction, must be consid-

?;J France the high cost of ships for war and com-

the very recent
ered an excellent result.

mercial purposes a to be due to the sluggish working of the adminis-
tration. p.&s to Bm ‘Willilam White wuagunable to give fl ereu. but it
is his opinion that they will be very high as regards the new Bnasﬁu cruisers.

The above information is compiled from Notes on Naval Prog-
ress, issued by the Office of Naval Intelligence in November, 18?3%,
and special Consular Reports, volume 18, issued by the Bureau of
Foreign Commerce in February, 1900.

Russia has its own shipyard, but lets some of its ships out to
contract, and no authoritative statement can be found as to what
ships are being built at the Government yard. It will be noted
that the governments which build their own ships do so more
cheaply than do those who let the ships out to contract.

The gentleman from North Carolina alluded to what some of
the foreign countries were doing in relation to the construction
of their own sghips in their own yards., I have given above state-
ments of that in detail, and I would say that Germany, when it
started on its naval programme a few years ago, found it was a
very good Iilan to construct some of its war ships in its own yards
for national reasons.

The idea of it is they say that the Government adopted the pol-
icy of France and Great Britain because they recognized the fact
that they were the two greatest naval powers; and each of them
had contended that it was an arm of the national defense to have
ready a skilled corps of mechanics to work in government ship-
yards, for no one knew at what time their services might be nec-
essary to the welfare of the country. Germany therefore decided
to do exactly the same as these other countries were doing; and
we find that the German Government itself now has three yards
one at Kiel, one at Wilhelms Haven, and the other at Danzig, an
we find that the Kaiser Wilhelm der Grosse is now being con-
%t;:ui:te;}l at the Government yard at Kiel. That isan 11,000-ton

ttle ship,

I heard the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs allude
to the wonderful progress that Germany was making in her navy,
and I also heard the gentleman from New York say that the Ger-
man Emperor was a believer in a great navy. Now, Mr. Chair-
man, Isay the very nation, the very man, they were praising believe
in constructing, irrespective of the cost, some of their war ships at
the Government yards; and oneof their very finestships now under
construction is being built, as shown, at one of the Government
yvards, The Tiger, a small gunboat, is also being built in the
Government yard at Danzig. Germany does not say for one
moment that it is necessary to construct all the ships in the Gov-
ernment yards. It simply says, ‘ We will construct a portion of
the ships in the Government yards;” and there is not one advo-
cate on the floor of this House in favor of the policy of construct-
ing Government shit;jf at the Government yards that will get up
here and advocate the policy of constructing every one of the
Government ships in the Government yards.

The Government wonld then be in exactly the same position
that it was. There would not then be two different branches, one
acting as a check against the other, each one full of the spirif of
rivalry with the other, one set of mechanics and artisans striving
to do better work than the other. ThereforeI say that those who
advocate building ships in the navy-yards only want to build a
fair and square proportion.

I find that Italy also constructs some ships in her own yards,
and in the last twenty years the building of war ships has become
one of the great industries of the country. Italy has four national
and three private important shipbuilding yards. I find that
there were building in the Government yards two gunboats—the
Agordt and the Coatit—each with 1,320 tons displacement.

n Japan they have not started the construction of war ships in
their own yards.

I find that Holland constructs all the ships that she now has in
her own yards, and has constructed them, and has one, the Utrechi,
now on the stocks.

Russia and France I will not go into extensively. The tables
are self-explanatory,

Mr, GAINES, Mr, Chairman, the gentleman yields to me to
read a short letter, addressed to me in reply to one I wrote to M.
Jules Boeufve, chancellor of the French embassy here, dated
January 24, 1898:

EMBASSADE DE FRANCE, AUXx ETATs UNIs,
Washington, D, C., Ji y 25, 1808.

DEAR S1R: My inability to confer before this with the military attaché of
this embassy vented me, to my regret, from replying any sooner to your
favor of the 13th instant. France builds a part of her men-of-war, armor
glnm. and artillery in government establishments. The rest is constructed

ybprgata industries. This modesis followed so as to allow the Government
to be

dependent of private industries in time of peace. On the other hand
in case of war, the Government needs the assistance of privateindustries, an
it would be too late to improvise them in cases of emergencies. For these
reasons recourse is had to both sources of production.

Very truly, yours,
JULES BEUFVE, Chancellor.
Hon. Jouxy W. GAaiNes, M. C,,
Washington, D. C.

I also received a letter at the same time from Count Vinci, of
the Italian embassy, stating the same fact and about the same

Rk R s e
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reasons; while the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL]
admitted in debate with me last session that Russia had one.

Mr. DRIGGS. I am very much obliged to my friend from Ten-
gesm, because his remarks are in the nature of corroborafive evi-

ence.

Mr. GAINES. It corroborates what you say.

Mr. DRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, coming away from all these for-
eign yards—and I know this discussion is rather lengthy and
technical—but coming away from these foreign yards to construe-
tion in our own yards; and so far as the com%aring of the policy of
the two is concerned, everything was done by Great Britain and
other foreign nations to aid the Government in its comparison
and everything the reverse was done in this country.

Every member of the Committee on Naval Affairs knows the
navy-yards were not able or capable of building a Government
ship at the time the comparisons were made in this country, not to
mention war ships, as economically as those on the outside, for
the very reason that the plants were not equipped as well as they
should have been, and they had no machinery or anything to facil-
itate construction.

I desire to allude, Mr. Chairman, to the reportof the then Chief
of Burean of Construction and Repair to the etary of the Navy
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1897, and would have every
member understand, in reading these comparisons of the com-
pleteness of the ua.\r{-yards in 1897, that they did not beginto bein
the condition thatthey were in 1888, when we first started to build
our own ships in our own yards, I find in 1888 in the Norfolk
Navy-Yard and in the Brooklyn Navy-Yard they had practically
no machinery whatever.

Constructor Stahl, in a statement before the Naval Committee,
practically said that at the time the Tewas, Maine, Raleigh, and
Cincinnati were built the Norfolk Navy-Yard and the Brooklyn
Navy-Yard were equipped for the construction of wooden ships
and had no modern machinery, nothing for the amalgamation of
steel or for the placing of plates in position, etc., and the Govern-
ment, through absolute necessity, anthorized Constructor Bowles
at Norfolk to put up a shed in order that he might have some
place to make tools and other essentials for shipbuilding.

We find in 1897 a long list of things necessary in the Brooklyn
and Norfolk navy-yards. I notice that the constructors in their
recommendations as late as 1897 say they needed a new construc-
tion foundry, pattern shops, machine shops, equipment shop, join-
ers’ shop, new machinery in the block shop, and so on. To-day—
1000—it is entirely different.

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KircHIN] stated how
many million dollars had been appropriated by the Grovernment
for the thorough equipment of the navy-yards at Norfolk and at
Brooklyn. Isaymnow,takingintoconsideration the factthat Great
Britain was able to construct ships as cheaply in the Government
yards as in private yards, that to-day in this country, with this
thorough equipment of our own Government yards, we are able to
construct ships as cheaply there as in the private contract yards.
[Aﬁplauaa.]

r. GAINES. And that is true in the face of the fact that we
work on the Government plant only eight hours a day, while the
private concerns work ten hours.

Mr. DRIGGS, Yes; thatis right. Secrotary Long has told us
that the length of time that was required for the construction of
a ship in the Government yard was very much longer than it was
in a private yard. I did not know until to-day whg it was that
there had been such great delay in the construction of some of our
ships. I thought it advisable to look into the statement of the
Secretary, and I went up to the Department and procured from
them tables stating the state of completion of each and every one
of our ships, which is as follows:

Vezsels under construction, United States Navy.
BATTLE SRIPS,

Degree

No. Name. Speed. ‘Where bullding. of com-
pletion.

Per cent.
Newport News 9
..... dopirayise 98
..... Joiiaais %
Cramp & Sons 03
Union Iron Works £8
Cramp & - 22
Newport News 1
Union Iron WOrkS.....ccccccencasacss. 15

BHEATHED PROTECTED CRUISERS.

Albany -.cuee- 20 | Armstrong’s, England —....cccoeeenna- 99
14 | Denver ....-... 17 | Neafle & Levy .......- 0
15 | Des Moines ... 17 | Fore River Engine Co 0
18 | Chattanocoga... 17 | Lewis Nixon ........ 0
17 | Galveston -.... 17 | William R, Trigia 0
18 O LS00 17 | Union Iron Works. . o
19 eveland...... 17 | Bath Iron WoOrks . ....ccceceamnarsnsnn 1]

Vessels under construction, United States Navy—Continuned.

MONITORS.

Degreo

No. Name. Speed. ‘Where building. of com-
pleticn.

Knots. Per cent.

7| Arkansas ...... Newport News . ccooeicicamian cccaan 19
8 | Connecticut... 12 | Bath Iron Works ....... 41
9 | Florida -..-.... 13| Lewis Nixon . . oo i 25
10 | Wyoming...... 12 | Union Iron Works . ..ococommacaaan.t 43

TORPEDO-BOAT DESTROYERS,
1 2 45
2 2 45
3 29 45
4 28 4
5 23 63
6 29 a7
7 29 : 30
8 80 | Fore River Engine Co.. 83
9 80 |....-- T e T 83
10 29 | Union Iron Works. ...... 0
11 I N e S i ey 70
12 20 |.....do. Al g 10
18 29 | Gas Engine and Power Co 15
14 80 Marg Bteel Co.-...... 9
15 L PR D RS e S 9
18 80 |..... { [ et e i S e G S S 9
TORPEDO BOATS.
19 80 Harlan & Hollingsworth.............. 9
20 30 Wolfl & Zwicker ..o reeeneaa. e 08
21 80 Gas Engine and Power Co.c...v o.-... &0
24 28 Bath Iron Works....... = 15
25 | Barney.........| 28 |..... {: [ 15
2 3 1
i
28 s
29 46
30 46
81 78
a2 84
a3 78
B4 43
35 35
BUBMARINE TORPEDO BOAT.

1| Plunger........ 8 Columbian Iron Works - .—-ceccceen.onn 85

I wonld like to ask the chairman of the Committee on Naval
Affairs the reason for the fact that while there has been no armor
for the Missouri,she is only 1 per cent completed to-day? Inotice
that she was authorized, that the contract was signed, on the 11th
of October, 1898. 1 am merely asking this for information.

I also notice that the battle ship Maine is only 22 per cent toward
completion, and she wasauthorized, or the contract signed. on the
21st of October, 1898. I notice that the Ohio, another battle ship,
aunthorized on the 5th of October, 1898, is only 15 per cent toward
completion. Coming down to the sheathed protected cruisers,
where comparatively little armor is necessary, I find there, with
the exception of the Albany, which we purchased from Armstrong,
that upon the cruisers Denver, Galveston, Tacoma, and Cleveland
there has not been the first iota of work performed. This list was
corrected up to March 1, 1900,

1 also find under the class of monitors that the Arkansas, to be
built by the Newport News Shipbuilding Company, is 19 per cent
toward completion. The Florida, built by the Nixon's, is only
25 per cent, and we find the Maryland Steel Company has the
Truxton, the Whipple, and the Worden only 9 per cent toward
completion. The Bath Iron Works has the Biddle only 5 per cent
completed. And so it goes. I contend on the floor of this House
that every single one of these private contractors has been using
for the last ten years, and up to the present time, the Government
work as a nucleus for private work.

It is well known to every man engaged in shipbuilding in this
country that it is absolutely impossible to get an agreement out
of the Newport News Company, the Cramps, the Bath Iron Works,
or the Nixons to build a first-class ship for ocean or sea purposes
in less than two years, and I claim now that we are giving them
so much Government work to-day that instead of aigilng private
industry and private enterprise we are injuring the development
of our industries to which the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, CaN-
~oN] alluded,

In these private shipyards to-day the Government is taking up
the time needed by private individuals who are engaged in devel-
oping our commerce. Iread an article in one of the newspapers
a few days ago, whether true or not I can not say, that one great
transportation company, the Pacific Mail Steamship Company,
was unable to have one steamer finished on contract time. The
article did not say why, but I say why; because the Government
itself is taking up the time of the Cramps, and these other yards,
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with work that is the nucleus for the other work. 1 say the time
has come when the Government should construct someshipsin its
own yards. The time is to-day, when ounr navy-yards are in mag-
nificent condition.

Now, Mr, Chairman, I have explained about the cost of the sys-
tem of buying material and the hours of labor; now let me allude
to the length of hours of labor in this country in the Government

ards as compared with the private yards. I find that eight
iours constitute a days’ work in the Government yards and ten
hours in the contract yards.

Notwithstanding the fact that the hours of labor are so radically

making these recommendations and their desire to be thoroughly
frank and just, permit me to submit the statement of Naval -
structor Bowles on page 1 of the hearing on shipbailding in Gov-
ernment yards before the Committee on Naval Affairs March 13,
1900. He gives nine advantages of building ships at Government
navy-yards and nine disadvantages. Had Constructor Bowles
been anything but an absolutely fair man, he would have said
nothing about the disadvantages of building vessels at the navy-
yards. I now desire to snbmit in detail the advantages and dis-
advantages of Constructor Bowles:
BUILDING SHIPS IN NAVY-YARDS,

different—two hours longer in the private yards than in the Gov- Advantages. Disadvantages.
ernment yards—I contend that, allowing for the fact that the | 1. Maintains efficiency of force and 1. Cumbersome system of design and
plant. management by independent ba-

Government does not have to pay interest, does not have to pay
dividends, does not have to pay taxes, does not have to pay in-
surance, does not have to allow for plant depreciation, the cost of
labor in a Government yard will be more than offset by the ex-
penses which the Government does not have to pay, but which
the private contractor does have to pay. While this statement
may not be easily proved, I make it because I believe with the
perfect machinery now installed in the various great navy-yards
of this country the experiment wounld demonstrate its accuracy.

Each and every one of our naval constructors has said time and
again that he desired these ships of onrs—some of them, at least—
to be built in the Government yards. Mr. Chairman, I contend

reans.
2. Wages 30 per cent to 40 per cent

higher, ;
3. Boy and unskilled Iabor is not nsed

to pdvantage on account of arti-

ficial restrictions of labor board.
4. Eight hours' work against ten.

2. Benders repair work economical
and rapid.

8. Will reduce the amount of repair
work by mmoving the neceasity
for maintenance of force.

4. Maintains a standard of workman-
ship and design on basis of prac-
tical experience.

6. Provides training for those who
must i contractors’ work.

6. No profit to be made.

5. SBeven holidays full paid.

8. Purchase of material by the navy
sys:em involves delay and extra
cost.

7. Outside plants are better arran

7. Theindirect in commercial

that the advice and su tions of the naval constructors should practice which make a la T- and no restrictions are placed on
be heeded, for they are the trained experts of the Government and oy 2 Siemor i ‘”r'%%gg,?; s 5 ogwce ko ShE. best
the experts upon whom the Government relies in all questions vided and are maintained fi

appertaining to shipbuilding. Ican truly say that what the law- other purposes, viz: Interest on

yer is to his client, the physician to his patient, the insurance

t, taxes, insnrance, deprecia-
on and care of property, large

surveyor to tthhe l;lg:lllrmcq a:ompan ,the nawaptailper roglorber {:ro ttl;t? portion of office and organiza-
newspaper, the president to the director, the naval constru on expense, :
ors are to the Government and the le. 8. Cost of inspection is saved. 8. Per diem compensation is used

I can not make this point too emp. at‘}’c. ‘because the constructors
have been educated at public se and their lives devoted to
study of these very questions. hen they recommend the con-
struction of some of onr war ships in the navy-yards, there is no
higher or better authoritﬁ that can baapFeale toas to the wisdom
of such a policy. We rely upon them for the inspection of the
ships building in contract yards, and I contend that, expense or
no expense, their recommendations should be heeded and given
far more consideration than the recommendations of any member
of the Naval Affairs Committee or of the Secretary of the Navy
himself, :

To show how absolutely unbiased our naval constructors are in

where piecework is economical.
9. Noguaranty of performance under
contract conditions.

It hardly seems possible that since we started in to build our
new Navy we have constructed 61 new vessels as part thereof,
Out of that number there have been only 4 built in Government
yards —the Tewas, Maine, Raleigh, and the Cineinnati. Now, a
word as to the comparative cost of these ships. It has gone all
throngh the country that the contract price of a ship is given as
the total cost of the ship. Note v here that I say contract
%ﬁce of the ship. Now. in the following table, presented to the

mmittee on Naval Affairs by Constructor Bowles at the hear-
ing above mentioned, you will find the real facts of the case:

9. Cost of trial trip is saved.

Bhip without stores, ammunition, or
Hull and machinery. P s 4y P
Date of lay- | Date of first Weight with-
Name. I.ng keol, | -commtsion. Weightof | Cost per ton | Finalcost of | out stores, | CoStper
Costothulland | jyiland | ofhulland | finished | ammunition, | LOROT
machinery. | ,cchinery, | machinery. vessel, or water aeaa]
in boilers ?
Oct. 17,1888 | Sept. 17,1805 | * §3, 805, 400, 87 m $861.47 | 84,677,T88.TH 5,438.35 $3060. 40
MBING. o e cmimsn s himis s i s e & - 3 408, - 188,
~ A * 2,040,540, 12 3, 505, 680 820,30 4,202,121, 49 5,124,060 819.91
« #7995, 773.30 2,858,183 £16.31 2,371,904, 52 2.075. 93 886 88
+ 1,830, 065. 23 2,858,183 780,24 2,190, 729,80 2,601.00 817.43
+ 2,650, 000, 00 5, 816, 760 462,45 3,849,006, 44 6,161.20 624. 87
1 8, 063, 000. 00 5,681,100 538, 20 b, 983,571, 88 8,943. 50 669, 03
+ 612, 500,00 449, 412,52 1,233,080, 90 1,660,00 740,11
* Amount expended in navy-yards. 4+ Contract price,

Referring to the table, we find that the total cost of these ships
varied only slightly from the total cost of ships built in private
The total cost of the Maine was $4,677,788, or $860 a ton.
e cost of the Indiana was $3,988,000, or a cost of $660 a ton.
Bat when we compare the contract price of hull and machinery
of these vessels we find that the cost of hull and machinery of
the Indiana was only about $3,000,000, and that the cost of the
hull and machinery of the Maine was $3,800,000,
It is a most marvelous fact to me that these relative costs were
not much larger, because I have shown in a former part of my

argument the absolute lack of preparation in the Government

s at that time for the construction of war ships. It has been
sent throughout the country that $3,000,000 was the total cost of
the Indiana, when in truth and in absolute reality her total cost
was 85,783,000, everything being included. This point and others
on this subject are most carefully and conclusively brought out
and demonstrated by the report of Naval Constructor Stahl in the
h&;ril?g above alluded to, on page 27 of the said report, which is
as follows:

Comparison of conh\ict price with total cost of certain ships.

San Fran-

Monterey. Olympia. i Oregon. Sottin Indiana
Payments on account of contract 5 i K $1,423,251.50 | 83,272,403.99 045,578.48 £3, 065, 272.89
Exmet-;: contractors fgr authorized changes........ 107, 003. 02 103, 831,30 47,739.94 ﬁilﬁ. RG2. 08 171, lil. 12 149, DE!ﬂ 42
Work done by Government, plans, inspection, ete - 78, 588. 03 70,878.67 141,840.06 248, 1685. 75 200, 208. 52 257,082, 19
§r RV e e e e S R A L R BT, T0. 28 |oceaneemenicouaaan A 823, 403. 34 B28, 029, T4 B37, 884. 62
Armor £6r gun Proteotion. .. ..o eersorarrsss casnanmaorss rmasne s mayar 190, 534. B8 ML BB . .neseeeereanas| 1,000,501, 42 1,080, 051. 58 077, 134. 08
e AR e e on e e e L S AT SRR SR e A A 800, 000, 00 100, 000. 00 175, 000. 00 100, 000. 00 38, 500, 00
al-trip expenses. .. . oo oeiemeniin s = St iy is 11,547.42 a9, 260, 00 25,448, 53 22,013,909 16,882.73 17,924, 41
Care preservation, insurance, ete W R e e e TLEETE s i i e s e ol
2,268, 281.75 2,484,027.54 | -1,738,267.82 5,14, 021. 90 5,401, 844. 97 5,833, T08. 05
1,074, 839. 60 1, 796, 000, 00 1,428, 000.00 8,801, 510.00 3, 000, 000. 00 3,090, 000. 00
593, 442.15 683, 027.54 810,257.82 | 2,012,511.90 | 2,311,844.07 #, 243,708,056
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Taking the Monterey, we find, according to the statement of
Mr. Stahl in his evidence before the Naval Committee, that the
payment on account of contract was $1,647,000. The excess of
contractors’ chargzes for authorized was $1,071,000; work
done by the Government, $73,000; hull, armor. ete., §237,000;
armor for guns’ protection, $190,000; total cost, 2,268,000, while
the contract price was $1,674,000, the fotal cost being $503,000 in
excess of the contract price.

I would simply say in this connection that the Government
yards to-day, according to the very best and mostexpertevidence,
are as thoroughly equipped and ships could be almost as cheaply
built there as under contract in private yards. I will, however,
qualify that statement. I do not believe that Great Britain has
been able to construct a smaller class of war vessels as cheaply in
Government yards as in private yards. But I do believe that
neither Mr, Bowles, AMr. Baxter, Mr. Stahl, or Admiral Hichborn
would recommend the construction of ships in navy-yards unless
they deemed it wise, practical, and necessary. I do believe, from
the records of other countries, that if they have been able to con-
struct battle ships more cheaply in government yards thanin pri-
vate yards, we in this country will be able to do the same.

Mr. FO3S. Does not the gentleman know that the conditions
in England are different from those in this conntry?

Mr. DRIGGS. Certainly. 1

Mr. FOSS. Are not the hoursof labor in Government yards
there the same as in private yards?

Mr. DRIGGS. A few moments ago, while the gentleman was
not in the Hall, I referred to this question. I said that the differ-
ence in interest cha , insurance, taxes, dividends, etc., wonld
more than offset the difference in other respects between Govern-
ment yards and private yards, and I am somewhat borne out in
this statement by Mr. Baxter, in the statement to which I have
alluded. Mr. Baxter figured very extensively on this proposition,
and I propose to place his paper in the RECORD,

In consequence of the length of thisspeech and the vast amount
of detail necessary for a fair, careful, and honest demonstration
of the advisability of building some of our warships in our navy-
yards, I find that I only have a few minutes left for the consider-
ation of two very important items. First, the care and protection
of the ex ive machinery, tools, and general plant of the navy-
yards. 1 know from my experience as an insurance in
that plants decrease more rapidly in produnctive ability when left
unused and uncared for than when in full running operation.

Now, why spend millions upon millions of dollars for the eqnip-
ment of our navy-yards with the finest tools and machinery if we
do not intend to keep the tools and machinery in constant unse?
Constructor Bowles told us that many of the machines in the Gov-
ernment navy-yards had become absolutely ruined h lack
of work, Itshould be the policy of the Government for its own
Erotection and for the economical use of the people’s money to

eep the Government yards in a state of constant industry.

The other point of which I wish to speak is that of the morale
of navy-yard workmen. Every employer of men in every iranch
of industry knows that there is nothing more demoralizing than
mods of intense activity and then periods of great depression.

last expression is that of Constructor Baxter. In no busi-
ness or manufacturing industry is this truer than in that of ship-
building. 1 personally have conversed with many shi;ahuilding
mechanics, and they have universally said that they would prefer to
work in shipyards where they could receive constant work and
steady weelgy compensation than in yards where they receive
more than donble the Faf; in other yards, and only work from
half to t uarters of the time.

The reason for this is very plain. Every man en
rearing of a family and of educating his children knows full well
that the necessaries of life of all kinds are more readily procured
when a weekly compensation is being received. By adopting
a policy of having some Government work in addition to the
usual and ordinary repair work always in progress at the navy-
yards, we are aiding not only the Government itself, but also the
shipbuilding mechanics, who are as important a_coordinate part
of the Republic as are we, their Representatives in Congress.

I have endeavored, Mr. irman, in this long argnment to
ghow the systems of war-ship construction in all the great forel;in
nations of the Old World, and have endeavored to prove by the
arguments of great naval constructors the world over that it is
the height of national wisdom to construct a certain proportion
of war ships in a nation’s navy-yard. I have com wages in
the dockyards and in the contract yards of the Old World, and I
have compared them similarly in this country.

The results of the years of experiment and experience of Great
Britain and other foreign powers have most emphatically demon-
strated to my mind that the construction of war ships in navy-
yards places the Government in an independent position for na-
tional defense and relieves it from the danger of any adverse shi
building trust or combination; it enables the Government to do
its repair work in the most rapid and economical manner; it pre-

gaged in the :

vents the tion of valuable navy-yard plants; it increases
the effectiveness of the productive ability of the wage-earner em-
ployed in the navy-yards, and, above all else, as the policy pro-
gresses the expense of such construction will be very materially
reduced in the Government as well as the private yard.

In the foregoing argnment I have endeavored to restrain myself
absolutely from the introduction of any partisan or political fea-
ture, believing that the proposition is nonpolitical in character
and one to be considered in a businesslike manner by this House
acting as a business bureau.

Now, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I do not believe inor advo-
cate a penny-wise, pound-foolish policy. I do not believe that
economy is always the most important item to be considered in
governmental affairs,

Imagine, if you will, in time of war—and God forbid that we
ever are f to war—disaster to an American fleet—which also
God forbid—with the resultant repairs and new construetion abso-
lately necessary. The question will be raised at once, Where can
we repair? ere can we build? If the answer is in private
establishments and navy-yards equally as well, a national prayer
of relief will be raised by every citizen of the Republic at the wis-
dom of equipping all Government navy-yards for this character of
work, and the money expended will be considered well spent, and
the guestion of the increased expenditure will be forgotten by a
grateful people.

APPENDIX A.

REPORT OF MINORITY ON NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

A.ggx. we feal to differ with our colleagues on the subject of
construecting ships in the Government yards. We reach thisconclusion from
the evidence before the committee on the subject. Four of the most distin.
guished mmbgetwt ctors of the Navy were heard by us, as well
as the Chief of the Bureau of Construction. They all unq_‘lpmli edly recom-
mend the construction of ships in the Government yards., The opi and
wishes of burean chiefs seem to have been followed the committee in
nmnhg instances, and in our opinion it is unfortunate that the o&l.:ion of the
Chief of the Bureau of Construction was not persuasive in this instance also,
Nothing that we could say would throw as much light on this questionas the
testimony of the ex: constructors, and we submit a few extracts the
evidence of three of them. No quotation is made from the others because
their evidence has not yet been printed. Constructor Bowles, of the New
Ym'%yards. ERYS:

*Mr. LouDENSLAGER. I wonld like to ask aquestion. In ywrlludzment—
you speak of it being wise for tho Governmeut to construct ships in some

for the ad vantages that will accrue—do you have any hesitancy in stat-
ng what youn deem those advan to ba?

*“Mr. BowLes. I endeavored to go over those advantages in the beginning,
and, generally, they are these:

p t it provides a means of maintaining the efficiency of the mechanieal
force and the machineryand plant; it renders repair work economical and
rapid; it removes the tendency to increase alterationsand repairs to existing
vessels; it maintains a standard of workmanship with which we can regnire
the contractors to comply. and it provides training for those who must in-
spect the oozm-zct work, Those are the material things for which you will

pAy. * ¥

;"I will say a few words now about the peneral subject of building ships in
the navy-ar I recommend the building of some vessels in the important
navy-yards of the United States, because I believe it tobe good business; and
it I owned those yards and kept them for the pu g the?'are now kept for,
I should eay that it would be a sensible thing to do to build one ship in each
of the important yardsall the time, simply to keep them in order and main-
tain a clent force ready for all emergencies.

“Mr. MeTcALF. I want to ask Mr. Bowles, if Ire has no objection, to state
what navy-yards are now ready to baild Shglpa'

“Mr. BowLEs. I am famillar with the New York yard and the Norfolk
yard, and 1 believe on this coast those two yards are ready to take up any
work yon see fit to give them. 1 do not know about the Mare Island yard of
my own knowledge, but Mr. Baxter was the constructor there for a namber
of ym—;i:nd he is fully qualified to express an opinion abont it. I believe it
isca of taking up the work.

“The OHATRMAN. We are very much obliged to )‘ou.i gentlemen, for your
instructivestatements, and if there are nofurther guestions we willadjourn.”

Constructor Stahl, of the Norfolk yard, says:

“Mr. WaeEELER of Kentucky. 1 would like to ask ‘}‘on a question, going
back to the matter that we have had nnder discussion. You have Mr. Bowles's
statement. Summarizing hia statement, or answering, what in your judg-
ment would be the wisest thing for the Government to do—construct or not
to construct vessels in the navy-yards?

*Mr. STAHL. I think there is no doubt whatever about the advisability of

& certain proportion of our ships in the principal navy-yards.

constructing

To me this seems so sell-evident nmﬁﬁm that it hardly needs ar ent.
“*Mr., WHEELER of Kentucky. Is that answer predicated upon the same

reasons assigned Mr. Bowlas?

tinlly the same. There is one thing I might add.
Briefly, 1 think we can build at some of onr prlnciﬁn.l Es‘rds. equipped with
modern tools as they are, even more cheaply than Ar. Bowles thinks, and I
see no reason why we should not build am&ea- ply there as can be built at any

private gnrd I
M, ALF. In your Jndﬁnent wonld it lassen the cost of repairsif
thgyhadmewtwom]sm @ stocks?

Mr. STAHL. There i3 no question whatever; it is as certain as anything

can be.
L] - . ®

“In the case of the Fndiana the Government paid out for extra work—I
did not just now mean to say §3,000,000; inthe Oregon it was nearly §3.000,000—
but in the Indiana the Government paid out for this identical work §2,800,000,
In the one casethe navt}'vaxd spends 3,000,000, and then £2.500,000 more, Then
we say, and say truthfully, that the navy-yard ship has cost §,300,000 alto-

. But you go and ask the price of the corres in%lsbi that was
ilt at the private yard, and, unless the man you ssk is well informed, he
will say the contract price was $3,000,000, leaving yon to infer, if yoa
that that was the total cost.
“Mr. MupD. That is what I want to get at.
“ Mr, STARL. That is the erroneons comparison. The contract price is not
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the total cost. It is onlil{y & portion of the total cost; and in some cases it has
been barely half the price.

“Mr. Mupp, From the result of d{our observations I would judge that in
past times building in mvyiynrda d not cost any more.

“Mr. STAHL. No; I am of the opinion that many of the comparisons made
in the newspapers have been very misleadin‘g.

* One word more about this inspection. You paid $80,000, plus a good deal
more, to inspect the work on the Kentfucky. 1f yon built that ship at a Gov-
ernment yard, yon would have to inspect the work also, bnt the same men
who do the designing and superintend would do the inspecting, and it
would not begin to cost you anything like that sum. Furthermore, consider
the contract price of the Kentucky, $2, I tried to get the cost of the

on her, which I know to be large, though doubtless entirely proper,
but I conld not get them in time. When you contracted for that ship, you
did not include the furniture, or the blocks, or ts, or cooperage, and lots
of other things in the contract. I built those articles at the Norfolk Nn&\)’d
Yard. They cost $50,000. What did the Kenfucky really cost? That $50,
must be added to her contract price. So must also the cost of inspection,
cost of authorized changes, and many other items. That sort of thing goes
right straight through. There lies the danger of making a wrong compari-
son. A comparison of the contract price in the one case and the actual cost
in the other is ntterly misleading.”

Bays also Constructor Baxter:

“*Mr. WHEELER. you think it wonld be wise or unwise for the Govern-
ment to construct one or more ships at this yard?

“Mr. BAXTER. 1 do consider it would be very wise for the Government to’
construct a certain number of ships at its 8.

*Mr. WHEELER. Do you indorse the view taken by Mr. Bowles and Mr.
Stahl in regard to ke]?gm%sbip constantly under construction in a yard?

“Mr. BAXTER. I think t is a great advantage.

“Mr. DAYTON. What is your opinion, under present conditions, if we
should undertake to do any work in navy-yards; what character of vessels
do you recommend should be given to the yards and what given to contract?

*Mr. BAXTER. I shonld give armored cruisers to the navy-yards.

“Mr, DaAYTON. The great big ones?

. BAXTER. Yes, sir.
. DAYTON. The largest vessels ever undertaken—the new types?

“Mr, BAXTER. Yes, sir.

“Mr. DAYTON, Will you give your reasons for that?

**Mr, BAXTER. Because in doing that the yards are able to do anything else
they will ever be called u;{(%n to do; that is {he reason.

* Mr, LOUDENSLAGER. Would that be in any sense an experimental con-
struction on the part of the yards?

** Mr. BAXTER. No, sir; not at all: no more than any other work that is
undertaken here. There are certain set plans and certain set specifications,
and the people in charge use skill and knowledge and judgment in directing
and carrying on the work.

“Mr. HAwLeY. Could you give the construction of an armored cruiser as
large as 12,000 tons to a navy-yard?

“*Mr. BAXTER. Yes, sir.”

APPENDIX B.
Table of vessels of the United States Navy. .
ARMORED STEEL VESSELS—FIRST-CLASS BATTLE SHIPS.

Water-lin To- Com-
Fxabeeive tatgimlx. Bobrix:i: ple-
e Extent of fire Sy Tthorts. | Contract Cinta of | JDate of
= anthoriz- 0l
Name. mCoogie:. Pﬁgrg“‘ proofed wood. | & |, “’nll:“d ing th signed, | Keel laid. Launched. comple- | first °3E'
Slopes. | s |5'Cubic | Pacity g | g [cmers. vuifting. flow. U JCS
feot. cubigc ﬁ
E feet. oA
All joiner work| 40| 453182, 650,000\Tune10,1895/Sept.24,1806, Dec. 2,1806/May 18,1808 Sept.24, 1
All joiner work | 40 458| 2,505, 000 June10, 1806 Sept.26, 1896 Feb. 10,1807|Oct. 4, 1808/Sept.26, 1800
.................. 465 3,063, 000L.Tune 30, 1800, NO\'.IB.IBBUJMny 7,1801 Feb. 28,1803|Nov. 19, 1893 Nov. 20, 1805
Alljoiner work | 86| 474 8,010,000(July 19,1892 Feb. 11,1808/Aug. 5,1803(Mar. 28,1896 Feb. 11, 1896/June 16, 1897
aboveprotec-
tive deck.
Kearsarge .... #10,800. 74| All joiner work| 40| 513| 2,250,000 Mar. 2,1805/Jan. 2,1896.June30, 1808 Mar. 24, 1808/Jan. 2,1800
Kentucky- ... +10,806. 74 All joiner work| 40| 514| 2,250,000 Mar. 2,1893|J'an. 2,1896{Tune30, 1896 Mar. 24,1888/ Jan. 2, 1500
X3 L 40| 478 2,885,000 May 4,1898Oct. 1,1808(Fcb. 15,1899 --....-..... (Tuno 1,1001
Massachusetts) 82| 463/ 8,003, 000\Junesn, 1800 Nov. 18, 1800 .June2s, 1801 [June 10, 1803 N ov, 18,1803/ une 10, 1806
Missouri ... ... All joiner work| 40| 478 2,885,000{May 4,1598/0ct. 11,1898) -..ecuennef cevemavenens Aug. 30,1901
[0 — [Roryards) oy, .........| #15,627) Al joiner work| 35 478 2,809,000 May 4,15080ct. 5,188 Apr. 22,1800 ........... June 5,1001
oo R b oe ) a1 5 T T S S [T e a2 8,222, 81 J:meso,1snoiNov.w,1miNov.m.m1 Oct. 28,1803 N ov. 19,1808/ July 15,1500
Wisconsin ... [{ROr Y& @l gl ... 11,968| All joiner work| 35| 453 2,0?4,95ﬁiJane10,IMiSept19,1MtFeb. 9,1807Nov. 26, 1508 Sepﬁ.lﬁ.lﬂﬂ!}l
I

* Estimated.

[Mr, BARBER addressed the committee. See Appandix.]

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BARBER. I hope, Mr. Chairman, that I may have leave to
extend my remarks, or have additional time in the morning.

TheC RMAN. Thegentleman from Pennsylvania asksthat
he may have leave to extend his remarks in the RECorD, Is there
objection? [After a panse.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. DRIGGS,. I wonld like to ask the same permission.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks per-
mission to extend his remar%s in the REcorp, Isthere objection?
{After a pause.] The Chair hears none. . ]

Mr. FOSS, Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee rise.

The motion was agreed to.

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. PAYNE, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com-
mittee had had under consideration the bill (H. R.10450) making
appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal yearending June

, 1901, and for other purposes, and had come to no resolution
thereon.

INTERNATIONAL UNION OF AMERICAN REPUBLICS.

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States; whichwas read, ordered
to be printed, and referred to the Committee on Appropriations:

To the Senate and House of Represenfatives:

In my message to Congress of December 5, 1899, referring to the insured
maintenance for another period of ten years of the International Union of
American Republics, [ stated that ** in view of this fact and of the numerous

uestions of general interest and common benefit to all of the Republics of
merica. some of which were considered by the First International American
Conference, but not finally settled, and others which haye since then grown
to importance, it wonld seem expedient that the varions Republics constitut-
ing the Union should be invited to hold, at an early date, another conference
in the capital of one of the countries other than the United States, which has

already enjoyed this honor.”

Since then the Secretary of State has informed the governments of the va-
rious republies of this continent of our wish to see another conference con-
vened and has received formal favorable replies from some of them in response
to my suggestion, and an expression of their willingness to send delegates to
a second conference. From a majority of the other republics this Govern-
ment has received oral assurances of a similar tenor, 50 t at the present
time the recommendation made in my message is assured of the approval of
the American republics.

In yiew of these facts and of the desirability that should the conference be
called at an early date, the expenses of the delegation to be sent by the
United States may be provided for, I recommend to the urgent consideration
of the Congress that it appropriate from any funds in the public Treasury
not otherwise appropria to be @ immediately available, the sum of
§25,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, to meet the actual and nec-
eSSArY OXP of the delegates to the conference and of their salaried cler-
ical assistants, said fund to be at the discretion of %:e Secretary of State.

ILLIAM McKINLEY.
EXECUTIVE MANSION, dpril 16, 1900.
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

Mr. BAKER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills of the fol-
lowing titles; when the Speaker signed the same:

H. ﬁ 8347. An act making appropriations for the legislative.
executive, and judicial expenses of the Government for the fisca
year ending June 80, 1901, and for other purposes; and

H. R. 4696, An act granting an increase of pension to Ruthven
W. Houton.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows:

To Mr. WRiGHT, indefinitely, on account of sickness.

To Mr. BENTON, for one week, on account of important business.

To Mr. RoBerTSON of Louisiana, indefinitely, on account of
serious illness.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Speaker, Imove that the House donow adjonrn.

The motion was agreed to.

And accordingly (at b o'clock and 2 minutes p, m.) the House
adjourned.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com-

?ﬁmicationa were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as
‘ollows:

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Supervising Architect submitting
an estimate of app:ro?riation for rent of guarters for public offi-
cers at Indianapolis, Ind.—to the Committee on Appropriations,
and ordered to be printed.

A latter from the Secretary of the Treasury, fransmitting a copy
of a communication from the Public Printer submitting an esti-
mate of appropriation for engines, boilers, ete., at the Govern-
ment Printing Office—to the Committee on Appropriations, and
ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Attorney-General submitting an
estimate of appropriation for repairs of United States jails—to the
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Light-House Board submitting an
estimate of appropriation for an auxiliary steam steel light-vessel
at Martins Reef, Lake Huron, Michigan—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, recommending an
appropriation for establishing quarantine stations at Fleming and

nllet keys, and certain legislation relating thereto—to the Com-
mittee on Appmﬂriations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Light-House Board submitting an
estimate of appropriation for a light-ship at Gross:g)ointe, Mich.—
to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

A Jetter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the conclusions of fact and law in the case of
the vessel snow Isabella, James Helm, master, against the United
States—to the Committee on Claims. and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Secretary of War, submitting an
estima®e of appropriation for payment to William 8. Yeatman for
gervices rendered the Gettysburg National Park Association—to
the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions wereseverally
reported from commiftees, delivered to the Clerk, and referred to
the several Calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. MUDD, from the Committee on the District of Columbia,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8067) to incor-
EJmte the National Society United States Daunghters Eighteen

undred and Twelve, rted the same with amendment, accom-
}Janied by a rﬁport (No. 1019); which said bill and report were re-

erred to the House Calendar, |

Mr. JONES of Washington, from the Commiitee on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, to which was referred the bill of the
House (H. R. 10658) to provide American register for the steam-
shig Garonne, reported the same without amendment, accompa-
nied by a report (No. 1020); which said bill and report were re-
ferred to the House Calendar,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS,
Under clanse 2 of Rule XIII, Mr, GRAFF, from the Committee
on Claims, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S.726)
for the relief of Alice Walsh, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1018); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged from
the consideration of bills of the following titles; which were there-
upon referred as follows:

A Dbill (H.R.9410) granting an increase of pension to John G.
Tate, of Frogtown, Pa.—Committee on Invalid Pensions dis-
charged, and referred to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (H. R.3277) for the relief of the Cape Fear and People's
Steamboat Company—Committee on Claims discharged, and 're-
ferred to the Committee on War Claims.

A bill (H. R. 3278) for the relief of Thomas S. Lutterloh—Com-
mittee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Committee on
‘War Claims.

A bill (H. R. 7810) dgrant.ing a pension to Robert P. Currin—
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 10618) granting an increase of pension to Martin
O'Connor—Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

XXXIIT—268

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS
INTRODUCED.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
?f ﬁ;he following titles were introduced and severally referred as

ollows:

By Mr. McRAE: A bill (H. R. 10752) to organize a corporation
for the purpose of constructing an electric railroad in the Indian
Territory, and granting the right of way therefor, and for other
purposes—to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. GRIFFITH: A bill (H. R. 10753) repealing certain
parts of an act entitled **An act to provide ways and means to
meet war expendifures, and for other purposes,” approved June 13,
1898—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MOODY of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 107542 author-
izing the Secretary of War to survey the habor of Beverly, Essex
County, Mass.—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. STEWART of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 10755) relating
to the holding of courts of ,the United States in the western dis-
trict of Wisconsin—to the Commiftee on the Judiciary.

B{l Mr. LACEY: A bill (H, R.10756) to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to make a charge for grazing within forest re-
serves—to the Committee on the Public Lands,

By Mr. BROMWELL: A bill (H. R. 10757) to authorize the at-
taching of union labels to articles subject to internal-revenue
taxation—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. YOUNG: A bill (H. R. 10777) in reference to the civil
service and appointments thereunder—to the Committee on Re-
form in the Civil Service.

By Mr. FOWLER: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 238) author-
izing the printing of additional copies of the annual report upon
the improvement and careof public buildings and grounds—to the
Committee on £. .

By Mr. WATERS: A concurrent resolution (H, C. Res. 39) au-
thorizing th%printing of 17,500 copies of Bulletin No. 20 of the
Division of Vegetable Physiology and Pathology, United States
D%mrtment of Agricnlture—to the Committee on Printing.

y Mr. GROUT: A resolution (H. Res. 228) authorizing the
Secretary of the Treasury to furnish the House certain records of
%a Internal Revenue Department—to the Committee on Ways and

eans,

By Mr. TAWNEY: A resolution (H, Res. 227) authorizing the
Clerk of the House of Representatives to pay Minnie C. Hankness
a sum equal to six months’ salary and expenses of the last illness
and funeral of her late husband, not 1o exceed the sum of §250—to
the Committee on Accounts,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
%hﬁ following titles were introduced and severally referred as
ollows:

By Mr. BARTLETT: A bill (H, R. 10758) granting a pension
g:n Sallie B. Wilson, of Macon, Ga.—to the Committee on Invalid

‘ensions.

By Mr. COUSINS: A bill (H. R. 10759) granting a pension to
Margaret M. Walker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. GASTON: A bill (H. R. 10760) granting an increase of
pension to George Henderson—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

sions.
Also, a bill (H. R. 10761) granting an increase of pension to
Oliver H, Cram—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
By Mr. GORDON: A bill (H, R. 10762) granting an honorable
discharge to Frank Chronabery—to the Committee on Military

By Mr. HITT: A bill (H. R. 10763) anthorizing the reference to
the Court of Claims of the claim of Capt. Andrew H. Russell and
Lieut. Col. William R. Livermore against the Government of the
United States—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. JOHNSTON: A bill (H. R. 10764) for the relief of Joseph
%].oqdermilk, of Monroe County, W. Va,—to the Committee on War

aims,

By Mr. NORTON of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 10765)granting an in-
tI:)reaap of pension to Frederick Spier—to the Commitiee on Invalid

'ensions, ;

Also, a bill (H. R. 10766) granting a pension to Jennie H. Cra-
mer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. OTEY (by request): A bill (H. R. 10767) for the relief of
.(I} :I:;:in B. Ege, of Petersburg, Va.—to the Committee on War

ms,

By Mr. RIXEY: A bill (H. R. 10768) for the relief of Franklin
P. Mauck, late of United States receiving ship Franklin—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RUCKER: A bill (H. R, 10769) for the relief of Martin
Daughenbangh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SHOWALTER: A bill (H. R. 10770) to grant a pension
to Elias C. Wheeler, late a private in Company G, Fifty-sixth
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Regiment Pennsylvania Militia—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. DOVENER: A bill (H. R, 10771) granting a pension to
Sarah F. Armstrong, widow of George Armstrong, late of Com-

ny C, One hundred and' thirty-third West Virginia Infantry
Kgihtin-vto the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 10772) to ﬁnaion Eliza Peel, late widow of
John B. Elliott, of Wellsburg, W. Va.—to the Committee on Pen-
gions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 10778) for therelief of Richard Crutcher, late

rivate of Company I, Fourth Kentucky Volunteer Infantry,
xican war—to the Committee on Militm?' Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 10774) for the relief of Franklin Woodford,
Gilmer County, W. Va.—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H, R. 10775) to pension Robert L. Giffin, of Wash-

ton, D. C.—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

v Mr, YOUNG: A bill (H, R, 10776) granting an increase of
pension to Mary Weideman, widow of Albert Weideman, late
second lieutenant of Company B, Fourteenth United States Col-
ored Artillery—to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. R ELY: A bill (H. R. 10778) granting an increase
of pension to Martin V. B, Winkler—to the Commi on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. CORLISS: A bill (H. R. 10779) to increase the pension
of William N, Carlisle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXTI, the following petitions and papers
were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: -

By the SPEAKER: Petition of James Cameron and 18 oth
citizens of Blackhawk County, Iowa, in favor of the Grout bill
taxing oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. AD : Petition of the Central Labor Council of Cin-

cinnati, Ohio, against any legislation increasing the tax on oleo-
INAT to the Committee on iculture. ;
Also, resolution of the Civil War Veterans' Association, Customs
Service, Port of New York, favoring Senate bill No. 283, in refer-
ence to the civil service and appointments, as rted with an
amendment—to the Committea on Reform in the Civil Service.

By Mr. BABCOCK: Petition of farmers of Ithaca, Wis,, in fa-
vor of the Grout bill taxing oleomargarine—to the Committee on

culture.
y Mr., BARTLETT: Paper to accompany House bill ting
a pension to Sallie B, Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

gions.

By Mr. BROMWELL: Petition of the Central Labor Council of
Cincinnati, Ohio, against any legislation increasing the tax on
oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agriculture. -

By Mr. BROWNLOW: Petitions of Grand Army of the Re-

ubh;_g(l)oata of Mexico, N. Y.; Tropers, Cal.; Copenhagen, N. Y.;
lorado Springs, Colo.; Toronto, Kans.; Omega, La., and Alex-
andria, Va., in favor of House bill No. 7004, to establish a Branch
Soldiers’ Home at Johnson City, Tenn.—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr. BURTON: Petition of Memorial Post, No. 141, of Cleve-
lang Ohio, Grand Army of the Republic, in favor of the bill pro-
viding for service ons—to the Committee on Invalid

By Mr. BUTLER: Petition of the Guernsey Breeders’ Associa-
tion, of West Grove, Pa., to amend the present law in relation to
the sale of oleomargarine—to the Committee on Agricultore.

Also, petition of the Lo%a.l Temperance League of Lenni, Pa.,
m% e enactment of the anti-canteen bill—to the Committee
on Military Affairs. ;

By Mr. DALZELL: Papers to accompany House bill No. 10010,
granting a ion to Capt. Edward H. Brady—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of Thomas Grant, of New Galilee, Pa., for amend-
ment to pension laws—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STANLEY W. DAVENPORT: Petition of substitute
letter carriers of Wilkesbarre, Pa., in favor of House bill No. 1051,

: relaﬁn%to grading of substitute letter carriers—to the Committee
on the and Post-Roads,

Also, petition of Men’s Alliance and resident voters of Wilkes-
barre, Pa., favoring a bill toprohibit the sale of liquor in canteens
and in all Government buildings and premises—to the Committee
on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic.

By Mxr. DAVIS: Petition of 63 citizens of the District of Colum-
bia, protesting against the chapter in the proposed District code
reducing the number of justices of the peace—fo the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. DOVENER: Papers to aeeompanzhﬂonse bill to correct
the military record of Richard Crother—to the Committee on Mil-
imﬁm to H bill for the relief of Franklin

0, papers to accompany House or relief o
Woodford—to the Committee on War Claims

en-

the

Also, paper to accompany House bill No. 3706, for the relief of
Jerry 8. Fish—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, papers to accompany House bill for the relief of Eliza
Peel—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GASTON: Petitions of Woman’s Christian Temperance
unions of Union City and Mill Creek Township Baptist Church,
of Union City, and Presbyterian Church and citizens of Corry,
Pa., to prevent the dealing in intoxicating drinks upon premises
used for military purposes—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petitions of citizens of Albion, North Springfield, and
‘Woodcock Township, Crawford County, Pa., to amend the pres-
ent law in relation to the sale of oleomargarine—to the Committee
on Agriculture.

Also, protest of the Crawford County Medical Society, of Penn-
sylvania, against the passage of Senate bill No. 34, prohibiting
vivigection—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Also, petition of druggists of Corry, Pa., for the repeal of the
tax on medicines, perfumery, and cosmetics—to the Committee on
Ways and Means. !

By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of the Central Labor Council of
Cincinnati, Ohio, against the passage of the Grout bill to increase
the tax on oleomargarine, etc.—to the Committee on Agriculture,

By Mr. GRE of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Woman’s
Christian Temperance unions of Reading and Allentown, Pa.,
against the sale of intoxicants in the Army, ete.—to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs.

_Also, petition of citizens of Lehigh, Pa., favoring the Gront
bill relating to dairy Pproduc!:s—w the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GROUT: Petitions of Peter Houston and 6 other citi-
zens of Hamden; E. C. Graves and 8 others, of Lyndonville;
Henry C. Culver and 9 others, of Morris; O. Cass and 77 others,
‘William Case and 40 others, of Sherburne; O. A. Wheeler and 24
others, of West Burke; A. J. Ayer and 29 others, of Putney; J. E.
gloawan and lﬁfotgerséot %rg&({n, ?atate oti Nlew ?ork, in favor ﬁ)f

passage o e Grout bill relatin oleomargarine—to the
Committee on Agriculture. £

Also, petition of HEntI A. Slade and 54 other druggists of Ver-
mont, for the repeal of the tax on medicines, perfumery, and cos-
metics—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, protest of Essex PnbliahinﬁCompany, Essex Junction, Vt.,
and 26 other citizens of the Second Congressional district of Ver-
mont, against the passage of House bill No. 6071, relating to sec-
ond-class mail matter—to the Commitiee on the Post-Office and
Post-Roads.

Also, pefition of R. L. I:aga}hl;n and the Young People’s Society
of Christian Endeavor, of et, Vi, favoring a clause in the
Hawaiian constitution forbidding the manufacture and sale of in-
toxicating liquors and a prohibition oAfémhIing and the opium
trade—to the Committee on Military irs,

Also, resolution of the Mesa County Vermont Society, A. C.
Grout, president, urging the passage of Senate bill No. 2868, an-
thorizing the establishment of a publie building at Grand Junc-
tion, Colo.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. HILL: Petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance
Union, Young People’s Society of Christian Endeavor, and citi-
zens of Plymouth, Conn., urging the passage of House bill pro-
hibiting the sale of liquor in Army canteens and in Government
buildings and premises used by the United States—fo the Com-
miftee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. HOFFECKER: Three petitions of citizens of Newcas-
tle County, Del., in favor of the passage of House bill No. 3717—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also (by request), petition of the Woman’s Christian Temper-
ance Union of Delaware City, Del., urging the enactment of the
anti-canteen bill—to the Committee on Mii‘t.m'y Affairs,

By Mr. JONES of Washington: Petition of Post No. 191, of Col-
fax, Wash., Grand Army of the Republic, in favor of House bill
No. 7094, to establish a Branch Soldiers’ Home at Johnson City,
Tenn.—to the Committee on Mili AfTairs.

By Mr. KETCHAM: Petitions of Rev. O. P. Dales and 16
others; Althea A. Babcock and 53 others, all citizens of Glasco,
Ulster County, N. Y., urging the passage of House bill No. 5457,
ibf?liahing the Army canteen—to the Committee on Military

airs,

Also, })eﬁtion of Pratt Post, No. 127, of Kingston, N. Y., Grand
Armg of the Republic, in favor of a bill locating a Branch Sol-
diersA%ot’na near Johnson Cify, Tenn.—to the Committee on Mili-

airs. 3
y Mr. LITTAUER: Petitions of Ellsworth Post, of Mechanics-
ville; Dalzell Post, of Waddington; Hooker Post, of Morristown;
Sheridan Post, of Waterford, Grand Army of the Republic, De-
partment of New York, favoring the age of a bill fo establish
a Branch Soldiers’ Home near Johnson City, Tenn.—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. McDOWELL: Petition of Frank F,Robinson, of Han-
over, Ohio, in favor of the Grout bill taxing oleomargarine—to the
Committee on Agriculture, =
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By Mr. MANN: Petition of General W. B. Hazen Post, No, 7,
of Chicago, IlIl., Grand Arn‘ﬂr-of the Republie, in favor of the es-
tablishment of a Braneh Soldiers’ Home near J ohnson City, Tenn.—
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. NAPHEN: Resolutions of the Civil War Veterans’ As-
gociation, Custom Service, Port of New York, in favor of giving
preference in appointments to soldiers of civil and Spanish-Amer-
ican wars—to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

Also, petition of Frank Tucker and b others, of Boston, Mass,,

of th%? act of Congress approved June 10, 1880, to the port of Green-
Y. YY18.;
& A bill (ﬁ. R. 1147) granting an increase of pension to Luke H.
ooper;
Apbill (H. R. 1172) granting a pension to Rebecca J. Jones;
A bill (H. R. 1201) granting a pension to James McNutt;
A bill (H. R. 1677) granting an increase of pension fo Missouri

B. Ross;
A bill (H. R. 1681) granting an increase of pension to Isaac M.,

for the repeal of the tax on medicines, perfumery, and cosmetics— | Lock

to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, memorial of the United States Brewers’ Association, of
New York, asking for the repeal of the war tax on mali liqunors—
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, resolutions of the Building Trades Council of Cincin-
nati, Ohio, and vicinity, against any legislation increasing the tax
on oleommgarine—to the Committee on Agriculture,

By Mr. NORTON of Ohio: Paper to accompany House bill grant-
iII’LB a pension to Jennie H. Cramer—to the Committee on Invalid

nsions.

Also, petition of Charles A. Gribble and other amplo%ees of the
Fostoria (Ohio) post-office, for the pas of House bill No.4351—
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads. .

By Mr. RIXEY: Papers to accompany House bill for the relief
of Franklin P, Mauck—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RUSSELL: Petition of Woodstock (Conn.) Grange, No.
150, in favor of Senate bill No. 1439, relating to an act fo regunlate
commerce—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. SCUDDER: Paper to accompany House bill No, 9907,
to refer the claim of Joseph Robinson, owner of the brig Robert
and Mary, to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr, SHOWALTER: Petition of Fredonia Post, No. 341, De-
partment of Pennsylvania, Grand Army of the Republie, in favor
of the establishment of a Branch Soldiers’ Home near Johnson
Ci]t;, Tenn.—to the Committes on Military Affairs.

v Mr. SMALL: Petition of M. K. King, Brauning Manufactur-
ing Company, John L. RoEer Lumber Company, James A, Miller,
and others, praying for the improvement of the channel at the
mouth of Scuppernong River, in the State of North Carolina—to
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of the Civil War Veterans’ Associa-
tion, Customs Service, Port of New York, asking favorable action
on Senate bill No. 283 as amended, giving preference in appoint-
ments to honorably discharged soldiers, sailors, and marines who
served in the civil war and in the Spanish and Philippine wars—
to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

By Mr. WEEKS: Resolutions of the Central Labor Council and
the Building Trades Council, of Cincinnati, Ohio, osing the
passpgueuof e Grout oleomargarine bill—to the Committee on

culture.

Also, petition of Civil War Veterans’ Assoclation of New York,
favoring the passage of Senate bill No. 283, inregard to preference
of honorably discharged soldiers and sailors in Government em-
ploy—to the Commitiee on Reform in the Civil Service.

Also, petition of the Mercantile Association of Michigan, favor-
ing House bill No. 6246, known as the Brosius pure-food bill—to
the Committee on A%ricultnre.

By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of Abraham Lincoln Lodge, No, 445,
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen, Columbus, Ohio, opposing
the _ggﬂ;f the Grout olmmargaﬁne bill—to the Committee
on Agri re.

Also, petitions of United States Brewers' Association and 29 as-
sociations of brewers in all parts of the United States, in favor of
a reduction of the internal-revenue tax on beer—to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

SENATE.

TuESDAY, Aprmil 17, 1900.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. W, H. MiLeURN, D, D,

The Secretary proceede&i to read the Journal of yesterday’s pro-
ceedings, when, on motion of Mr, HALE, and by unanimous con-
sent, the further reading was dispensed with,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the Jour-
nal will stand approved.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED,

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
BrOWNING, its Chief Clerk, announced that the Speaker of the
House had signed the following enrolled bills; and they were there-
uponsigned by the President pro tempore:

A bill (H, R, 625) granting an increase of pension to Wesley

A bill (H. R. 963) to extend the privileges of the seventh section

- H
5 Albi]l (H. R, 1768) granting an increase of pension to George J.
tealy;
A bill (H. R. 1946) granfing a pension to Jane F. Chalmers;
A bill EH. R. 2170) granting a pension to Angeline Eyestone;
MAphill H. R. 2303) granting an increase of pension to Lavinia
“M. Payne;
A bill (H. R. 3214) granting a pension to John S. Dukate;
MA bill (H. R. 3312) granting an increase of pension to Ellen V,
yer;
A bill (H. R. 3454) granting a pension to Joseph E. Baldwin;
A bill {g‘ R. 8654) granting a pension to Calign E. Myers;
Ri%kbi!%tla{ R. 8758) granting an increase of pension of Joshua
eLLs;
A biltl (H. R. 8821) granting an increase of pension to Frances

A bill (H. R. 8941) granting a pension to Samuel B. Weeks;

A Dbill (H. R. 8962) granting an increase of pension to Alanson
C. Eberhart;

A bill (H. R. 4089) granting a pension to Emily Burke;

A bill (H. R, 4582) granting a pension to Lois A, Fields;

A bill (H. R. 4654) granting an increase of pension to Simon
VYan Der Vaart;

A bill (H. R. 4657) granting a pension to Laura 8. Pontious;
O.éoliz;ill (H. R. 4795) granting an increase of pension to John

\/ Or;

A bill (H. R. 4836) granting an increase of pension to Wilbur
F, Loveland;

A bill (H. R. 5134) granting an increase of pension fo Joseph F,
Allison; ;

A bill (H. R. 5170) granting a pension to Cyrus Johnson;

A bill (H. R. 5174) granting a pension to William R. Wallace;

A bill (H. R, 5966) granting an increase of pension to Charles
A, Hausmann;

A bill (H. R. 6019) granting a pension to Mrs, Therese W. Hand;

A bill (H. R. 6089) granting a pension to Alfred T. Moreland;

A bill (H. R. 6356) granting an increase of pension to Lewis R,
Armstrong;

A bill (H, R, 6486) granting an increase of pension to Orange
F. Berden;

A bill (H. R. 6527) granting an increase of pension to George

Myers;

- 1'&1‘ b}il (H. R, 6731) granting an increase of pension to William
. Tait;
AKbill (H. R. 6900) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin

"A bill (H. R. 7264) granting a pension to Hannah O. Smith;
5 aitlin{cli (H. R. 7823) granting an increase of pension to Harrison
eld;
A bill (H. R. 7799) granting an increase of pension to Franklin
M. Burdoin;
A bill (H. R. 8045) granting an increase of pension to Wilford

:ﬁﬁili 1:('H R, 8330) granfing an increase of pension to Charles
Mﬁc 11112111 ’( H. R. 8390) granting an increase of pension to Joshua
W%-i &1‘11 (H. R. 8397) granting an increase of pension to John
A bill (H. R. 8599) granting a pension to Ellen J. Williams; and
A bill (H. R. 8605) granting a pension to Joseph Champlin Stone,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. FATRBANEKS ﬁrﬁae‘nted petitions of Reeves & Co., of Co-
lambus; the Perry Manufacturing Company, of Indianapolis;
the Hoosier Drill Company, of Richmond, and the South d
Chilled Plow Company, of Sonth Bend, all in the State of [ndiana,
praying for the enactment of legislation providing for the con-
struction of a new fireproof Patent Office building; which were
referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Mr, McMILLAN presented a petition of the Conference of the
Evangelical Association of Sebewaing, Mich., praying for the
enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating lig-
nors to members of the Army and Navy; which was referred to
the Committee on Military Affaira.

He also presented a memorial of Coopers’ Union, No. 54, of De-

troit, Mich,, remonstrating against the enactment of legislation
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